The majority of the DOE fad I ity research mentors Indicated that the 

student research participants 

•Were superior or above average In their performance 

•Benefited the facility research programs 

> •Strengthened the Inteliectual climate of the facility research ^ 

H group * 

•Allowed the DOE staff to move at a faster rate on their 
research projects ■ ^- 

Panel us Ion 

The 1 981/1982 Faculty and Student Research Participation Programs provided 
research opportunities for 86 faculty members and 164 undergraduate students at 
a dozen DOE facilities* The responses to the four surveys conducted with each 
group Indicate that these programs were a, rewarding experience for both the 
.participants and the DOE scientists with whom they worked. Furthermore, the 
programs fulfilled the objectives that ORAU determined should be met; In fact, 
In" some cases these objectives were realized by almost f 00 percent of the 
participants. 

The Faculty and Student Research Participation- Programs are an Important 
means of developing essential manpower " to address the natlon f s energy concerns 
and of providing- both students and faculty members the opportunity to conduct 
energy-related" research In their fields of Interest. The exchange of expertise' 
between faculty- an.d DOE facility sta^f leads to new approaches to research . 
problems and the students have the opportunity to work with Individuals who are 
highly qualified In their field of study. The energy-related training realized 
f by the participants, the axperttsethe facility staff gains from the faculty 
participants, and the future manpower the student researchers may provide DOE 
resalt In awor+hwhlle and beneficial progran for all Involved. 
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PREFACE 



Thfs publication was developed as a basic tool . to measure the success of 
^ Oak X Ri>dge Assqclated Universities* C^ORAU ) University Programs Division In 

achieving the goals of the Faculty and Student Research Participation Programs 
operated for the U.S. Department of Energy. 

To compile th,ls report, University Prograns developed, In collaboration* 
with ORAU's Manpower Education, Research, and Training Division (MERT), three 
questionnaires ^htch dl^ctly addressed the goals and objectives of ensuring * 
the availability of trained manpower to develop new energy resources and to \ 
Improve conservation endeavors.' Information gathered over a two-year period 
was evaluated by WiRT, and' this repor?was prepared on the basis of Its 
assessment* 

Fc~ those Interested In detailed statistical data and estimating 
• me-foodologies, , these materials are Included In the Introductory materials or trr 
the appendices* 

i 

Dr* Alfred Woh part 

Director, University Programs Division 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Faculty and Student Research Participation Programs provide selected 
college faculty and undergraduate students (Juniors) with the opportunity to 

clpate In research and development at several major installations of the 
U*S, Department of Energy (DOE), In 1981 and 1982, participants were assigned 
to the Atmospheric Turbulence and Diffusion Laboratory, Bartlesvllle Energy 
Technology Renter, Center for Ener&/ and Environment Research, Comparative 
Animal Research Laboratory, Morgantown Energy Technology Center, Oak Ridge 
Associated Universities, Oak Ridge National Laboratory, Pittsburgh Energy . 
Technology Center, Pittsburgh Mining ^Technology Center, Savannah River Ecology 
Laboratory, Savannah River Laboratory, and Union Carbide Corporation - Nuclear 

Division* u - 1 * 

\ 9 
. These programs support the Department of Energy f s .efforts to ensure the 
i . ' 

availability of trained manpower to develop new energy, resources and to Improve 

conservation endeavors* Participants are given hands~oo training In 
energy*reJated research areas; often using equipment not available on their 
campuses. The Student Research Participation Program offers students the 
opportuni ty to conduct research In a fleld/Of tlietr Interest, under the guidance 
of a DOE facility senior staff member*. The Faculty Researeh^PartlcIpatlon 
Program offers faculty members the opportunity to collaborate 1 with DOfe 
scientists on issues wl(tlch relate to the Departments mission and which have 
Importance In the faculty participant's academic research. 

The majority of the ^ppo I nlments are made for a Ifr-weQk period durfng the 
summer moriths, although a limited number of appointments are made during the 
academic year. Since the Faculty Research Participation Program began In 1 946, 
approximately 1,400 faculty members have parttclpetod, with an average of 40 
appointments made annual ly. The Student Research Participation Program was 
Initiated In 1958 and has had approximately 2,000 appointments, with recent 
average assignments of approximately 80 students each year. 

Each year the faculty and student research participants are asked to 
respond to th^ee questionnaires, and their DOE research col laborators/mentors 
are surveyeormce* The purpose of thl's report Is threefold; (1) to describe 
the results of 1981 and 1982 program surveys; (2) to evaluate the effectiveness 
of the 1981 and 1902 Faculty and Student Research Programs based on the 
viewpoints expressed by the participants and the DOE facility staff members 



In the surveys; and CS) to ! evaluate the programs on the basis of the extent to 
which the survey results'ref lect that ORAU program objectives were met. 

i 

Key Findings 

The surveys of the 1381 and 1982 Faculty and Student Research Participa- 
tion Prograns Indicated the results Hsted below, > ( 
The majority of the faculty research participants 

•Produced publications as a result 1 of the experience 
•Were trained In new energy technologies v 
•Incorporated knowledge gained from the expe^tencs Into their 

own research and teaqhlng programs 
•Improved their ability to direct student research 
•Used equipment not available on -their campuses 
•Planned to continue energy research and collaboration with DOE 

staff 

•Recommended this -program to bther Interested faculty members 

i The majority of the DOE facility research collaborators indicated that the 
faciilty research participants 

•Provided expertise nbt available at the facility 
•Strengthened the research programs at the facility 
•Contributed to additional publications from the facility 
•Contributed to the mission of the factU^ty 

•Would be a useful contractpr for EWE . — 

1 The majority of the s/udent research participants 

-Were provided hands-on experience In a research setting 

•Were assigned to an area of research that^was their first m 
choice *J < 

•Found their research .assignment to "be valuable and o,ie that 
matched their Interest \ . - 

•Found the content of tl^eir research assignment to be s 
Investigative and challenging 

•Had an Increased desire to attend graduate school as a result 
of their assignment 

•Planned to pursue .graduate studies and/or a career In research 
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The majority of the DOE facility research mentors Indicated that the 
student research participants 

•Were superior or above average In their performance 
•Benefited the facility research programs 

•Strengthened the Intellectual climate of the facility research 
* group 

•Allowed the DOE staff to move at a faster rate on their 
research projects 

Conclusion 

The 1 981/1982 Faculty and Student Research Participation Programs provided 
research opportunities for 86 faculty members and 164 undergraduate students at 
a dozen 00£ facilities. The responses to the four surveys conducted with each 
group Indicate that these programs were a rewarding experience for both the 
participants and the DOE scientists with whom they worked. Furthermore* the 
programs fulfil led the objectives that ORAU determined should be met; In fact* 
In some cases these objectives were realized by almost tOO percent of the 
participants. 

The Faculty and Student Research Participation Programs are an Important 
means of developing essential manpower to address the nation's energy concerns 
and of providing both students and faculty members the opportunity to conduct 
energy-related research In their fields of Interest. The exchange of expertise' 
between faculty and DOE facility staff leads to new approaches to research 
problems and the students have the opportunity to work tflth Individuals who are 
highly qualified In their field of study. The energy-related training realized 
by the participants* the expertise the facility staff gains from the faculty 
participants* and the future manpower the student researchers may provide DOE 
result In a worthwhile and beneficial program for all Involved. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The Faculty and Student Research Participation Programs provide selected 
college faculty and undergraduate students (Juniors) with the opportunity to 
partlclpate j In research and development at several major Installations of the 
U*S* Department of Energy* In 1981 and 1982, participants were assigned to the 
fol low Ing facl I tttes: 

« 

•Atmospheric Turbulence and Diffusion Laboratory 
•BartfesvH le Energy Technology Center 
•Center for Energy and Environment Research 
•Comparative Animal Research Laboratory 
*fforgantown Energy Technology Center 
•Oak Ridge Associated Universities 
*0ak Ridge National Laboratory 
•Pittsburgh Energy Technology Center 
•Pittsburgh Mining Technology Center 
.•Savannah River Ecology Laboratory 
♦Savannah River Laboratory 
*Unfon Carbide Corporation - Nuclear Division 

These programs support the Department of Energy's efforts to ensure the 
availability of trained manpower to develop new energy resources and to Improve 
conservation endeavors. Participants are given hands-on training In 
energy-related research areas, often using equipment not available on their 
campuses. The Student Research Participation program offers students the 
opportunity to conduct research In a field of their Interest under the guidance 
of a DOE facility senior staff member* The Faculty Research Participation 
Program offers faculty members the opportunity to col laborate with DOE 
scientists on Issues whfch relate to the Department's mission and which have 
Importance In the faculty participant's academic research* 

The majority of the appointments are made for a 10-week period during the 

summer months, although a limited number of appointments are made during the 

academic year* Selection of student participants Is based or^ scholastic 
« 

record, aptitude, research Interests, and graduate school potential. Faculty 
participants are selected on their professional qualifications and scientific 
Interests and the availability of facilities at the laboratory matching these 
qualifications and Interests, 

Since the Faculty Research Participation Program began In 1946, 
approximately 1,400 faculty members have participated, with an average of 40 
appointments made annually* The Student Research Participation Program 
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was Initiated *n 1958 and has had approximately 2,000 appol ntments, with recent 
average assignments of approximately 80 students each year. Both programs have 
been managed since their Inception by the University Programs Division of Oak 
Ridge Associated Universities (ORAU) for' the U.S. Department of Energy, 

Each year the^aculty and student research participants are asked to 
respond to three questionnaires; one at the point of program entry, another at 
the point of program exit, and a follow-up questionnaire approximately 6 months 
after they have completed their program participation. In addition, the 
faculty research participants' DOE facility research collaborators and the 
student research participants 1 research mentors are asked +o complete a 
questionnaire regarding the participants' performance -dd the program's 
effectiveness. The data In this report are based on the responses provided by 
the faculty and student research participants and thslr research collaborators 
and research mentors In the eight surveys conducted In 1981" And again In 1982. 
Copies of these questionnaires are Included In Appendix A. 

The purpose of this report Is threefold; <1) to describe the results of 
1981 and 1982 program surveys; (2) to evaluate the effectiveness of the 1981 
and 1982 faculty and student research programs based on the viewpoints 
expressed by the participants and the DOE facility staff members In the 
surveys; and (3) to evaluate the prograns on the basis of the extent to which 
the survey res^ ts reflect that ORAU program objectives were met, 

METHODOLOGY 

The majority of the questions Included In the 1981 and 1982 Faculty and 
Student Research Participation Program evaluation surveys either required a 
response of '•yes 1 * or "no" or an Indication of the respondent's level of 
agreement or disagreement with a particular statement. In addition, there were 
a few multiple-choice questions which asked the respondent to choose from a 
predetermined list of possible responses the answer which best reflected how 
he/she would complete a given sentence. However, there were also several 
survey questions which wer^ open-ended and which the respondent answered In 
his/her own words. These open-ended questions were In reference to the 
fol lowing Issues: 



IS 

ERIC 

ummmtrr.mi-M 



■3 



•Participants 1 objectives 

•Major value of the program 

•Participants 1 accomplishments 

•Areas of expertise participants expect to acquire 

•Reason for participant selection 

•Impact of program on participants 1 career goals 

•Participants 1 benefits fro?? program 

•impacts of program on DOE facility staff 

Whereas survey results for "yes/no," degree of agreement, and multiple- 
choice questions were determined by a simple summation of the Individual f 
responses, the open-ended questions Involved the author's Judgment In 
categorizing th& responses Into similar groups to be used as units of 
comparison In the description of -fte results. Data In this report, which Is 
based on categorized responses rather than a simple arithmetic summation by 
type of response, are noted as such In the tables In which the data occurs. 

1981/1982 FACULTY RESEARCH PARTICIPATION PROGRAM-EVALUATION 

Entry Survey Results - 1961 anri 1982 
Faculty Research Partic ipants_(FRP) 

Des cription of Survey |nstrumg pt- The 1981 and 1982 faculty research 
participants (FRP) were given a questionnaire at the point of entering the 
program which requested they supply Information In the following five topical 
areas: Participants 1 Objectives, Prior Participation and Research Experience, 
Program Awareness and Participation Support, Participant Benefits, and Student 
Population Taught by Faculty Research Participants. In 1981, 37 of the 46 
faculty research participants (80 percent) responded to tfte entry 
questionnaire; and In 1982 31 of 40 participants (78 percent) responded. 

Partici pants' Objectives . The 1981 and 1982 FRPs were asked In an 
open-ended question to list their objectives for participating In the program. 
These objectives were to be listed In their order of Importance, with space 
allotted for up to three objectives to be cited ; (see Methodology section fd>r 
explanation of how categories of objectives wer^ determined)* 

i 

As can be seen In Table 1, the pr*nary objective cited by both the 1981 
and 1982TRPs was to conduct research In their f^efd of Interest. The second 
most frequently cited primary objective In bo4h years surveyed was to broaden 
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their scientific background, Agreamfcnt In the ranking of primary objectives 
cited In t98t and 1982 ended at this point. The remaining t8 198! responses 
were distributed fairly evenly among nine categories and the remaining 13 1982 
responses fell Into five primary objective categories. 

Hot only was the opportunity to conduct research in one's area of Interest 
the most frequently cited primary objective, It was also the most commonly 
listed response of the total objectives cited by the FRPs In 1981 and£1982 
without regard to the ranking of Importance (Table 2)* The abll Ity to broaden 
one ! s scientific background was the second most commonly cited overal I 
objective for the 1981 FRPs, as was the case for both years In the Indicated 
primary objectives; however, this position was held by the pbjectlve of 
providing the opportunity to Interact with researchers In one's field of 
Interest for the 1982 FRfs* . v 

The majority of the objectives cited by the FRPs In both 1981 and 1982 
related to developing research skills and having access to DOE facility 
equipment and staff expertise* Only 3 percent of the 1981 faculty participants 
and none of the 1982 FRPs Indicated that cue of their objectives In 
participating In the program was to become a better Instructor* 

Prior Participation and Resea rch Experience Although almost one-third of 
the 1981 FRPs had previously participated In the program at the same EWE 
fad Ity, 62 percent Indicated that this appointment represented the first tl&e 
they had been Involved In any research participation program (Table 1)* In 
contrast, over 60 percent of the 1982 FRPs Indicated they had previously 
participated either tn the progran at this or another DOE facility or In a 
similar research participation progran. 

Prior program participation might suggest Increased research capabilities, 
or, In the case of those Individuals who had previously worked at the seme DOE 
facility, more Indepth research conducted on the same project oc In the same 
subject area* However, a greater percentage (57 percent) of the 1 981 FRPs 
Indicated their research assignment was an expansion of present or past work 
that they pursued on their own than did the 1982 FRP respondents (45 percent), 
even though a greater number of the 1982 FRPs had prior progran participation 
experience (Table 4). Thus* either through prior program participation or 
through work pursued Independently, It appears that a considerable percentage 
of both the 1981 and 1982 FRFs had related research experience before they 
^egan thefr 
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appointments* Furthermore, whether or not the FRPs had prior Program 
experience or research experience In the same subject area, the majority of 
both the 1981 and 1982 respondents (81 and 87 percent, respectively) Indicated , 
they expected to contribute expertise that was not available at the DOE 
facility where they were assigned* 

Program Awareness anrf Participation Support * The most frequently cited 
means by which the 1981 and 1982 FRPs became aware of fite program was by seeing 
announcements posted on bulletin boards at their campuses (Table 5)* Approxi- 
mately one-fojjrth of the 1981 and 1982 FRPs Indicated they learned of the 
progrem through former progran participants, and a considerable number of the 
1982 FRPs Indicated they were made aware of the program through DOE facility 
contacts* v 

Although only 7 percent of th<^ 1981 respondents and 3 percent of the 1982 
respondents Indicated they had become aware of the program through-Information 
supplied to them by the head of thalr department at their universities, approx- 
imately three-fourths of both the 1981 and 1982 FRPs Indicated that their, 
department chairmen were supportive of their participation In the prograi 
(Table 6h Furthermore, tvo-thlrds of the 1981 and 196^ FRPs Indicated they 
knew members of the DOE facility staff prior to applying for the program 
Informal feedback from program participants Indicates that having prior contact 
with the DOE facility personnel results In a more satisfying research 
experience for both this st^ff and the FRP. Apparently personal knowledge of a 
potential participant's Interests and expertise often allowed a better match to 
be made with the facility's research needs* 

Partici pants* Benefits . The majority of the 1981 and 1982 FRPs antlcK 
pated that there would be benefits from participating In the program* Specifi- 
cally, approximately three-fourths of the FRPs Indicated they anticipated using 

4 

equipment at the DOE facility that they did not have access to on campus 
(Table 7)* In addition, almost all the 1981 and 1982 FRPs expected to gain 
expertise that they currently did not have from participating In the program* 
Furthermore, 78 percent of the 1981 FRPs and 94 percent of the 1982 FRPs ex- 
pected to continue to collaborate with the DOE facility staff after their 
appointments expired* 
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Jiiu dent Population Tauphf .-fay J^cuJ tv R^earch Participants . Both the 1981 
and 1982 FRPs Indicated they taught a significantly higher number of 
undergraduate tt graduate students* Asummatlon of the approximate number of 
students taught per academic year resulted In $ total of 5,835 undergraduates 
and 770 graduates for the 1981 FRPs, and 4,880 undergraduate^ and 345 graduate 
students for the 1982 FRPs* The lesser number of graduate students was to be 
expected since graduate programs are seldom* If ever, as large as undergraduate 
programs. Approximately half^of the FRPs taught between 1 and 25 graduate 
students In an academic year, whereas one-third of the FRPs taught from 151 to 
2^0 undergraduates In an average 1 academic year (Tables 8 and 9). 

The Importance of the number of students the FRPs teach In any given 
academic year Is that potentially these students will benefit from the 
Increased expertise and knowledge that the FRP gains through the program, and, 
as a result, the$e students can be trained In e banner that mere closely meets 
the needs of DOE* \ 

\ Belt Survey Results - 19 B1 and 1982 
Faculty Research Parti cf pants 

Description nf Survey . Participants In the Faculty Research Participation 
Program (n 1961 and 1982 were given a questionnaire when their assignments were 
comp/eted which requested that they provide Information on the following seven 
topical areas: Research Plans and Objectives; Research Experience and 
Intentions; Research Time, Personnel, Skills, and Equipment; Major Valu* of 
Program; Program Recommendations; Housing and Stipend; and Suggestions to 
Increase Program Effectiveness* In 1981, 33 of 46 FRPs (72 percent) responded 
to the exit questionnaire, compared to 38 of 40 FRPs (95 percent) responding ih 
1982, 

Research Plans and fobjaetlves . Seventy percent of the 1981 FRPs and 
almost 75 percent of the\l982 FRPs Indicated that their research assignment was 
planned with their DOE facility contact prior to their appointment (Table 10)* 
Furthermore, only 3 percerlt of the 1981 FRPs and 8 percent of the 1982 F^Ps 
reported that this prearranged research plan was not followed once their 
assignment began* 
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Whether or not research had been planned beforehand or if such a plan had 
heen fo| lowed, the vast majority of the 1981 and 1982" respondents felt that the 
outcome of their appointments was consonant with their expectations and that 
their original objectives had been fulfilled by their research experience. 

Research Experience and. Intentions . Approximately two-thirds of the 1981 
and 1982 FRPs Indicated they were Involved In energy research prior to,theIr 
program appol ntmentsi however, an even greater number Indicated that they 
Intended to continue research In energy once they returned to campus (Table 
11), Furthermore, almost all of the respondents surveyed In both years 
reported that they Intended to pursue additional research In *fte sane general 
area with *hlch their program appointment had been concerned, although only 36 
percent of the 1981 FRPs and 45. percent of the 1982 FRPs had received or 
expected to receive a grant from 1he DOE facility to continue their research on 
campus. 

These responses suggest that the majority of the faculty participants had 
a strong commitment to energy research prior to their appointments and that 
their program experience Intensified that commitment to continue their research 
In energy areas whether or not they received financial support from DOE* 

Research Time. Personnel. Skills- and Equipment. Over 80 percent of the 
1981 FRPs and almost 100 percent of the 1982 FRPs agreed that they had 
accomplished more research during their program appointment than they would 
have If the time had b^n spent on campus (Table/12)* In addition to 
accompf I shlng an Increased amount of research; the FRPs, with very few 
exceptions, felt they had benefited from their Interactions with facility 
personnel- Furthermore* over 75 percent of 1981 FRPs and almost 90 percent of 
the t982 FRPs Indicated they had learned energy technologies with which they 
were unfamiliar prior to program participation and the majority of the 
participants reported that the facility provided them 1 access to equipment they 
did not have on campus (Table 13)* 

Increased research time, supportive DOE facility personnel, new learning 
experiences, and access to new equipment made the program a positive experience 
for a large proportion of the 1981 and 1982 FRPs* 



Ma jor Value of the Program . Both the 1981 and 1982 FRPs most frequently 
cited the Interaction that o^urred between academicians and DOE scientists as 
the major value of the Program (Table 14). The second most commonly kited 
progran value In both vyear* surveyed, was that the urogram provided the 
participants with facilities, the*tatest equipment, and funds for uninterrupted 
research* These two program values account for over, half of the responses In 
both 1981 and 1982* - * . 

Another frequently cited response In the 1981 survey was that the program 
provided an opportunity to learn new research methods (18 percent of the 
total)* In contrast, this v^Iue represented only 8 percent of the 1982 FRP 
responses* However, a simitar percentage of the 1981 and 1982 FRP responses 
Indicated that one of the major values of the progran was that It kept faculty 
aware of new developments In energy research* 

Program Recfypnendatlprrs. Over 90 percent of the 1981 and 1962 FRPs 
Indicated they would recommend a similar research experience for any Interested 
graduate student, and 91 percent of the 1981 FRPs and 100 percent of the 1982 
FRPs reported they would recommend *#ils program to Interested faculty members 
(Table 15)* These responses further substantiate that the research participa- 
tion program was a positive, experience for the 1981 and 1982 faculty partici- 
pants, a situation evidenced by the responses to marry other questions In the 
exit survey. 

Housing and Sti pend. Temporary, short-term housing can be a problem for 
participants In a program such as this, and could decrease the level of 
participant satisfaction and program productivity* Although over 50 percent of 
the 1981 and 1962 faculty participants Indicated that this was not the case In 
their situation, 16 to 18 percent were undecided on the question of satisfac- 
tion with housing arrangements* Another 9 to 13 percent reported they were, In 
fact, dissatisfied with the housing accommodations during their tenure with the 
program (Table 10)* 

Although housing was an area of concern for some FRPs, stipends .do not 
appear to have been the source of any probfan for most participants* Eighty- 
one percent of the 1981 FRPs and 92 percent of the 1982 FRPs reported that 
payment for their assignments had been adequate* 

ffM Qgestlons to Increase Programs* fectfveness . In 1981, 25 percent of 
those participants who made a suggestion they felt would Increase program 
effectiveness recommended that housing arrangements be Improved; however, 




this response represents only 5 f^Ps out of a total of 33 (Table 17). Further- 
more. In 1982 only 2 FRPs ■ I ndlcated that better housing arrangem|Sits would 
Increase program effectiveness. Thus, the degree to which housing was a 
'problem to the FRPs ts still not certain. 

The (582 FRPs most frequently suggested that arrangements be made for 4 
participants to continue their research during future simmers or at their 
universities, a suggestion also stated by 1*381 FRPs. Further participant 
v suggestions Included announcing appointments earlier and more planning and 
contact before the appol ntmentsbegan. However, 48 percent of the 1981 FRPs and 
40 percent of the 1982 FRPs felt that the program effectively met their needs 
as It fs currently structured and/or had no suggestions to offer. 

Research Collaborator Survey Results * 1981 and 1982 
Faculty Research Participants 

Description of Survey . Six months after th^ 1981 and 1982 FRPs had 
completed their assignments, a questionnaire was distributed to the DOE 
facility staff members who had worked collaboratively with the FRPs during the 
summer. This questionnaire requested that ifre research collaborators provide 
Information about the following seven topical areas; Research Collaborator 
Benefits from the Program, Facility Research Program Benefits from the 
Participants, Energy Technology Training, Continuing Collaboration with 
Participants, Major Value of the Program, and Suggestions to Increase Program 
Effectiveness. Twenty-eight of 46 of the 1981 research collaborators (61 
percent), and 22 of 40 of the 1982 research col laboratcrs (55 percent) 
responded to this survey. 

Research. Col I aborator Benefits from the Program. The 1981 and 1982 
research collaborators perceived the Faculty Research Participation Program as 
beneficial. In general terms, over 90 percent of the research collaborators 
found the experience to be rewarding (Table i3). More specifically, the 
majority Indicated that they had gained new knowledge as a result of their 
col laboratfon with the FRPs, and approximately two-thirds of flie research 
collaborators In both years surveyed reported that the FRPs provided expertise 
that was not available from any facility staff member* 

Further research collaborator benefits werp evidenced by the approximately 
SO percent who reported their research progressed much more quickly due to the 
assistance provided by the 1981 and 1982 FRPs* and by the fact that all the 
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1982 research collaborator respondents and 97 percent of the 1981 respondents 

Indicated they would be wilting to supervise another faculty member In the 

- - 
future* F ■ * 

Research Program Benefits fro m the Par ttclpant . Ninety-six percent of the 
1981 and 1982 research collaborators reported'that the DOE facility research 
program had benefited from the contributions of the faculty participants (Table 
J 9). \ Approximately go percent of the ,1981 and 1982 research collaborators 
agreed that the FRPs brought creative Ideas to the facility and that the 
Intellectual climate of the research group was strengthened by the presence of 
the faculty participants* In addition, over three-fourths of the research 
collaborators Indicated tfiat contributions from the FRPs would rtfsuJt In 
additional publications from the facility* . 

Finally, SIthough around 95 percent of the 1981 and 1982 research 
collaborators felt that the faculty participants had contributed to acconv- 
pi I sh I ng the mission of the fact I tty, optnlpn was evenly spt It concerning 
whether the faculty member's participation had resulted In an expanded rapport 
between the facility and the FRP f s university In the 1981 survey. However, 
almost three-fourths of the, 1982 research' collaborators reported 1hat an 
expanded rapport between the facility and the FRPs 1 university was a result of 
the program, , , 

Participant s' Contribution to Facility Research. Almost half of the 1981 
research col Jaborators and two-thirds of the 1982 research collaborators 
reported that the FRPs contributed to the facility research progren by 
developing background data and/or new experimental data for an ongoing research 
project (Table 205 • Thirteen percent of the 1981 and 7 percent of the 1982 
research collaborators stated that the FRPs contributed to either the 
development of new research procedures or the review of data* The remaining 
contributions cited were either In Initiating new work or a new perspective In 
the research project or In aiding DOE staff In their research efforts* 

E fl P r fly T Qchnoio flY Training . Although over two-thirds of the research 
collaborators In both years surveyed reported that, the FR^s had been trained In 
advanced energy technologies during their facility assignments, approximately 
one^thlrd of the research collaborates were either undecided or did not agree * 
that such training had^ taken place (Table 21). A portion of these undecided 



and negative responses car? be explained by the fact that some research 
appointments are only Indirectly energy-rel ated, and thus would not Involve 
specific energy technology "training. Furthermore, the nature of some research 
assignments, such as computer programming^ simply does not warrant advanced 
energy technology "training. 

Continuing Col lahoratlon with the Participant, Eighty-six percent of the 
1981 and 1982 research collaborators Indicated they expected to continue 
collaborative association with their faculty participants, and over 75 percent 
of the cof laborators agreed that the FRP they had been assigned could be a 
useful contractor for DOE (Table 22). In further support of this opfnlon, 
50 percent of the 1981 research collaborators and 41 percent of the 1982 
research collaborators Indicated either they had given or Intended to give the 
faculty participant they had worked with a grant or contract to finish his/her 
research* 

Major Value of the Program , The most frequently cited major program value 
from the perspective of the 1981 and 1982 research collaborators was that It 
offered the opportunity for an exchange of methodologies, techniques, and 
viewpoints between the DOE staff and the faculty participants (Table 23). 
Another frequently cited value was that the program provided an increased 
number of trained staff members to work on a project. The majority of the 
remaining values cited were gains realized by the FRPs In terms of research 
skills, use of facilities for research, and subject matter fdr use In the FRPs 1 
academic programs. 

Sug gestions to Increase Program Effectiveness, Forty percent of the 

suggestions offered by the 1981 research collaborators fell Into the category 

* * I * * 

of renewing appointments for future summer^snd/or continued Interaction with 

the FRPs <Tible 24)./ In contrast, only 6 percent of the 1982 research 

collaborators offered this suggestion. The most frequently cited way In which 

the program could be made more effective, according to the 1982 research 

collaborators, would be to Improve planning and arrangements for the FRP 

positions. This category Included such responses as ensuring that the 

facility's needs and the FRPs* Interests are matched, earl I errnotl f Icatton of 

applicant acceptance, and better planning by facility staff tc^set up the FRPs 1 

research assignments. Another suggestion offered by the 1982 research 

collaborators was to arrange an annual meeting for the FRPs to present papers 
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on thetr research. Eleven of the 1981 research collaborators and 5 of the 1982 1 
research collaborators found the program to be very, effective as 1+ wa s struc- 
tured, " * . 

FoMow-ud Survey Results - 1981 and 198? 

Faculty. Ftesegrch Participants * ' — 

Description pf ^rvq y- Six months after they had complete* the program, 
the 1981 and 1982 FRPs were sent a fol low-up questionnaire which requested 
Information In the following three topical areas: Benefits from Program 
Participation, Contact with the Facility, and Grant Proposals Resulting from A 
Program Research, Twenty^elght of 46 of the/1981 FRPs {61 percent) and "31 of 
40 of the 1982 FRPs <78 percent) responded to the follow-up survey- 

Baneffts fponr Program Participation . Over 90 percent of the 1981 and 1982 
FRPs agreed that they had Incorporated knowledge gained from their program 
participation Into their teaching (Table 25), However, only a, tittle more than 
one-fifth of the 1981 FRPs Indicated that they planned to' o^f er 'a oew course 
based on the knowledge they acquired through the program* In contrast, almost 
half of the 1982 FftRs planned to offer a new course based on tftelr research 
experience, / 

Although there was some variation In the number of courses that resulted 
from the program, the research benefits the FRPS acquired through their 
facility assignments were more clearly defined. Almost 100 percent of the FRPs 
Indicated that,they were better prepared to direct student research as a result 
of their program participation, and 68 percent of the 1981 FRPs and 84 percent 
of the 1982 FRPs either had already or were planning to Initiate a hew research 
progran related to the work they had done during their program appointment 
(Table 26), 

Coiytec+wtth tha FaclMty , Al I of the 1982 FRPs and almost 90 percent of 
the 1981 FRPs rep&r+ed they had maintained contact .with the facility since tftey 
had returned to their campuses (Table 27), Furthermore, th§ large majority of 
the FRPs Indicated that they either were currently or Intended to continue 
collaborating with the DOE facility on the research they conducted during thetr 
assignment, * . ^ 

Grant Assi gnments Resulting From Program Research, Between 82~and 87 
percent of*the FRPs reported {that the research they cfcn&uctod was of value In 
preparing grant proposals (Table 28), However, aimost two-thirds of^the 
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1981 FRPs compared to just over one-third 0/ the 1982 FRPs had actually 
submitted or were plannlng'to sutwtlt a grant proposal based on their JX)E , 
research. Two-thirds of the 1981 proposals and half of the'l982 proposal s were 
'submitted to DOE, and another one-fifth to one-third >of the proposals were 
submitted to the National Selene© Foundation* 

Selected Su rvey pa + a Comparisons. - 1981 and. 1982 / 
Faculty Research Participation Programs 

In seme Instances, rnformation about ihe same subject area was requested 
on the entry, exW, research, collaborator, and/or fol low-up questionnaires. 
The FRPs war e^asked about various program expectations at the point of Entering 
the program and asked If these expectations had been realised when they exited 
the program. Also, questions regarding the program's value and effectiveness 
were asked of both faculty part *cf pants and research collaborators. The 
subject' areas which were cross-referenced In the different surveys are as 
'follows: (1) Use of Equipment, (2) Participants* Expertise, (3> Energy 
Technology Training, (4> Major Program Value, (5) Suggestions to Increase 
Progran Effectiveness, and (6) Research Support and Collaboration, A 
comparison of the responses given In these subject aretfs can serye as, a means 
of evaluating both the degree of agreement between FRPs* expectations dnd 
experiences and the perceptions regarding program performance by 
participants and their research collaborators. Please" note^taat alt results 
reflected In this section are based on data Included In Tables 1-28. 

Use 1 of Equipment . ■ At the point of entering the program, 76 percent of the 
1981 FRPs and 74 percent of the 1982 FRPs Indicated they expected to use 
facility equipment which they did not, have access to on campus; however, only 
60 percent of the 19^1 rRPs Indicated ^Jn the exit questionnaire that, In fact, 
they had had access to such equipment' at the DOE facility. The margin of 
difference between expectation and experience was much less' for the 1982 FRPs f 
with 71 percent reporting they had used equipment not available on their 
campuses when surveyed at the completion of their appointment* 

Participants' Expertise . The FRPs were also queried at the time they v 
began their appointments as to whether they expected to contribute expertise 
that was not available at the facility, £Ighty-one percent of ttie 1981 faculty 
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participants and 87 percent of the 1982 FRPs responded "yes" to this question; 
however, approximately 67 percent of the research collaborators agreed that the 
FRPs assigned to their projects had actually contributed expertise that was not 
available at the DOE facility. The discrepancy between the FRPs 1 expectations 
and their research collaborators' pt .options can possibly be explained by the 
FRPs lack of awareness at the point of entering :he program that there were DOE 
staff members who shared their area of expertise* 

Energy Teghnp l ggy Trafnlg g. The FRPs were asked at the point of 
completion of the program If they had learned energy technologies ^hlch were 
unfamiliar to than prior to program participation, and the research 
collaborators were ask.ed If the FRPs had been trained In advanced energy 
technologies while at ^he facility. Seventy-eight percent of the T 981 FRPs and 
87 percent of the 1982 FRPs agreed they had learned previously unfamiliar 
energy technologies during +hetr appol ntments, compared to 68 percent of the 
19*J1 research collaborators and 72 percent of the 1982 research collaborators 
who felt that advanced energy technotoglos had been a part of the FRPs 1 
training* / 

It should be noted that the questions asked of the two groups were not 
Identical. The FRPs might, |n fact, have learned energy technologies which 
were unfamiliar to them but which the research collaborators did not perceive 
as advanced, or perhaps the research collaborators did not perceive the 
appointment as hawing a formal training component In advanced energy 
technologies* Nonetheless, a 10* to 15-percent variation In the response 
supplied by the two groups Is not/a wide margin of disagreement* 

Mfljor. Froqrpm V^lue . Both the 1981 and 1982 FRPs and research 
vCol laborators were asked what they thought was the major value of the program 
The most frequently cited faculty responses fell Into the category of 
"Interaction between academicians and DOE sclent! sts, " and Ipe most commonly 
cited research collaborator response was "exchange of methodologies, 
techniques, and viewpoints." Both responses refer to a similar Idea, I,e*, 
that the program provides an opportunity for an Interaction that leads to an 
exchange of research skills and knowledge. 

In general, there Is agreement between the FRPs and research collaborators 
as to what the major program values are, although the percentage of responses 
aligned wl|h any given value differs between the two groups* In 1961, both 
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faculty participants and research collaborators Indicated Jhiit -ta&Uii!fi?_ an ^._. 
equipment for the FRPs* use was a major program value; however, 20 to 23 
percent of the FRPs cited this response compared to 4 to 6 percent of the 
coi laborators. This range. of different was to be expected since the faculty 
participants would be oriented more toward those values which met their 
research needs and the research collaborators would be more oriented toward 
those program values which met the needs of the project and the DOE facility. 
In fact, around one-fifth of the 1981 ^research collaborators' responses cited 
the major program value to be the avel I ability of an Increased number of 
trained staff members, a value not likely to be a perspective held by the FRPs 
who have neither a long-term commitment to the project nor any management 
concerns* 

Suggestions to Increase Program Ef factlveness- The 198! and 1982 FRPs and 

J* H 

research collaborators also were asked for suggestions fliat would Increase 
program effectiveness. Although the research collaborators and the FRPs often 
offgred similar recommendations, the frequency In which suggestions "were cited 
varies both between the FRPs and the research collaborators and bptweon the iwo 
survey years. The 1981 research collaborators and the 1982 FRPs most 
frequency suggested that appointments should be renewed for future summers or 
that some other means of continued Interaction between the FRPs and the DOE 
staff should be Implemented. In contrast, this suggestion was offered by only 
6 percent of the 1982 research collaborators and 15 percent of the 19^1 FRPs. 

The most frequently cited suggestion offered by the 1981 FRPs was that 
Housing arrangements should be Improved, a suggestion not mentioned by the 1981 
or (982 research col labor ators* However, as was discussed earlier In the major 
values cited by both groups, the concerns of Hie research collaborators and 
faculty participants would not necessarily be the same. Overall, the research 
collaborators offered suggestions which would lead to longer and/or better 
planned appointments for a more widely qualified and larger group of FRPs. 
While the 1 981 faculty research participants 1 suggestions addressed a need for 
longer appointments, they also voiced a concern for better preparations jand 
services which woula enhance their research experience. 

Research Support anrj Col I aboratlgn - When the 1081 faculty research 
participants were asked at the time they completed their appointments 
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^whether . B +hj^ M 6X£ected to receive a grant or contract from the DOE facility for 
work on their campuses, 36 percent of the 1981 FRPs and 45 percent of the 1982 
FRPs reported that they anticipated such funding* However. 6 months later the 
number of 1981 FRPs who reported they had submitted or planned to submit a 
grant proposal had Increased to 64 percent of the total. In contrast, the 1982 
FRPs* response In the follow-up survey shewed a 6 percent decrease from the 
exit survey Indication of the expectation of funding. These figures suggest 
that even though many of the 1981 FRPs may not have anticipated funding at the 
end of their appointment*, they were actively pursuing such funding to continue 
their research 6 months later. One-half to two-thirds of these grant proposals 
were submitted to DOE, and approximately half of the 1981 and 1982 DOE facility 
research collaborators reported that they either had given or were planhlng to 
give the FRPs a grant or contract to continue their research on campus. 

Although not aii the DOE facilities were able to continue funding of the 
FRPs* research, 86 percent of the 1981 and 1982 research collaborators expected 
to continue a collaborative association with the participants. The intention"' 
of a continued collaborative association was also affirmed by over three* 
fourths of the 1981 FRPs and almost all of the 1982 FRPs In both the entry and 
fol Icw-up surveys. 

Finally, these comparisons between the surveys Indicate a general agree- 
ment between the FRPs and their research collaborators on several Important 
Issues. The FRPs T expectations at polm of entry were realized through their 
progrsn participation, and the DOE facility research collaborators had access 
to trained personnel who not only provided project assistance but also new 
perspectives on the research In progress* 

Program Objectives ~ Faculty Research 
Participation Program 

The University Programs Division of Oak Ridge Associated Universities, 
which administers the Faculty Research Participation Progrsn far the U.S. 
Department of Energy, has outlined a set of objectives which the progrsn f$ 
designed to realize fdr both the faculty research participants and the 
participating DOE facilities. This section of the report wfll examine the 
degree to which the 1981 and 1982 Faculty Research Partfcl patlon Prdgreai' 
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evaluation survey responses Indicate that these objectives were met* Results 
are based on data Included tn Tables 1-28. 

Pro gram. Oh fogtlves for Facult y Research Participants. The first program . 
objective is to provide research partEcl patf on opportunities for faculty 
members fn ongoing energy research* This objective Is met simply through the 
existence of the Faculty Research Participation Program and the DOE facility 
appointments that result from the program* 

With 78 percent of the t981 FRPs and 87 percent of the 1982 FRPs 
Indicating they had learned energy technologies unfamiliar to them prior to 
program partlctpatf on* the ORAU/DOE objective of training faculty In up~to**date 
energy technologies was realized tn large part In both years surveyed* 

Over 90 percent of the 198t and 1982 faculty participants Indicated they 
Intended to pursue additional research In tho sane areas «s their research 
program assignment* and 68 to 84 percent of the FRPs reported they had 
Initiated or were planning to Initiate a new research program related to the 
research they conducted at the DOE facility. These responses Indicate that the 
program objective or Incorporating new knowledge gained through the program 
Into the faculty members' own research programs has been met* 

The fourth program objective of providing the opportunity to propose aijd 
conduct research which Is responsive to the needs of DOE appears to be met In 
part by the fact that approximately 40 to 60 percent of the 1931/1982 FRPs 
reported they had submitted or were Intending to submit grant proposals as a 
result of their research at the DGE facility* Over three-fourths of the 19fp 
FRPs and almost al i of the 1982 FRPs Indicated they Intended to continue 
collaborative resaarch with the DOE facility where they had been assigned* 

Although on!y 22 to 45 percent of the FRPs Indicated that they planned to 
offer'a new course based on knowledge gained through the progrsn* almost all 
reported they had Incorporated knowledge gained through program participation 
Into their teaching. This latter response affirms that the objective of Incor- 
porating new knowledge Into the faculty's teaching program has been realized* 

The progrm objective of providing the opportunity to focus on a research 
agenda vlth none of the distractions of classrocm* office* or adnfnfstratlve 
duties was affirmed by 82 percent of the 1981 FRPs and 97 percent of the 
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1982 FRPs. They reported that being away from their universities had al lowed 
them to conduct more research than they would have If the time had been spent 
on campus. Furthermore, the second most frequently cited major program value 
by both 1981 and 1982 FRPs was that the program provided the facilities, 
equipment, and funds for uninterrupted research. 

Given that a total of 75 or more actual publications {Journal articles* 
proceedings, and/or DOE reports) were cited by the 1981 and 1982 FRPs as a 
result of their appointments, the ORAU/DOE objective to provide the opportunity 
for faculty to have their research published was realized by the 1981 ^and 1982 
programs (See Appendix B for a list of publications). 

Finally, the last program objective for the faculty participants Is to 
provide the opportunity to train students more closely to DOE needs. With just 
under 100 percent of the 1981 and 1982 FRPs reporting they were better prepared 
to direct student research In areas related to their program appointments, this 
goal was obviously met. 

Program Ob jectives for Participating Facilities- The first objective for 
the participating facilities Involved In the Faculty Research Participation 
Program Is to provide ihe beginnings for future or collaborative research. 
This goal was affirmed by 86 percent of the 198! and 1982 research 
collaborators, who Indicated they expected to continue cooperative research 
efforts with the faculty participants. 

Almost 100 percent of the 1981 and 1982 research collaborators Indicated 
that their research programs had benefited from the contributions of the 
facuity participants, which supports the conclusion that the objective of 
strengthening the research programs at the facilities was realised* 
Furthermore, the majority of the research collaborators afflraed that the 
.program objective of strengthening the Intellectual climate at the facilities 
through the Interaction of DOE and the faculty participants was also met* 

Another program objective for Ihe facilities Is to train potential 
manpower In advanced energy technologies, a goal that 68 percent of -Hie 1981 
research collaborators Indicated was realized. 

Over three-fourths of the 1981 and 1982 research collaborators reported 
that additional published research from ffie facility had resulted from the 
contributions of the FRPs, thus affirming another progreffl objective. However, 
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half of the 1981 'research collaborators were In agreement and the other half 
were undecided about whether the obj9Ctl\re of the expanded rapport befaeen the 
FRPs 1 universities and the DOE facilities had actually occurred as a result of 
the program* The 1982 research collaborators were In greater agreement that 
the program had expanded rapport between the academic sphere and DOE, with 
almost three-quarters of the respondents affirming this statement and the 
remainder undecided* 

Almost 100 percent of the 1981 and 1982 research collaborators agreed that 
the faculty participants had contributed to the mission of the DOE facility 
through the research they had conducted during their appointments, and 
approximately half of the collaborators reported they had given or Intended to 
give a grant to the FRPs to continue their research efforts* It should be 
noted that budget restrictions were cited by almost 30 percent of the 1981 
research collaborators as the reason they wouid not be funding the FRPs' 
continued research, rather than a decision that the research was Inappropriate 
for DOE or a question of ttie FRPs* expertise* These responses support the fact 
that the program objective of encouraging research responsive to the needs of 
DOE certainly was met during the 1981 FRPs* appointments, and, to a large 
extent* this objective continued to be realized even after the completion of 
the faculty appointments through facility funding of research efforts on 
campus* 

Finally, with approxlmatelyjlwo-thlrds of the 1981 and 1982 research 
collaborators In agreement that the FRPs had contributed expertise not 
available from the present staff, the last facility objective was met In large 
part through the Faculty Research Participation Program* 
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1981 AND 1962 STUDENT RESEARCH PARTICIPATION PROGRAM EVALUATION 

Entry Survey Results - T9St and 1982 ' 
Student Research Participants (SRP) 

pQScr I pt J on .of Su rre y *> The student research participants In 1981 and 1982 
were requested at the point of entering the program to provide Information 
regarding the following four topical areas: Participants* Objectives, Means of 
Program Awareness, Participants 1 Expectations and Program "Preparation^ and 
Areas of Expertise Participants Expect to Gain from the Progrcnu Only 38 of 
the total §8 SRPs (43 percent) In 1981 responded to the entry survey; however, 
74 of the 76 SRPs (97 percent) responded In 1982, 

participants' Objectives . The student research participants were asked to 
list their objectives for participating In the program. These objectives were 
to be listed In their order of Importance with space allotted on the 
questionnaire for up to +hree purposes to be listed. Individual responses were 
grouped Into like categories by the author. 

As can be seen In Table 29, over half of the 1981 SRPs and almost 
two-thirds of the 1982 SRPs Indicated that their primary objective In 
participating In the program was to gain research experience. Although the 
majority of the responses was Included In this objective, several 1981 and 1982 
SRPs Indicated their primary objective In participating In the program was to 
gain further knowledge In their field. In addition, 11 percent of the 1981 SRP 
primary objectives fell Into the category of assistance In making career 
decisions, and the same percentage* of 1982 SRP respondents listed their primary 
objective In participating In the program was to gain hands-on laboratory 
experience. 

As was the ca4e in the SRPs* primary objective, the opportunity to gain 
research experience was almost the most fr^uently cited overall objective, 
regardless of ranking of Importance for both years surveyed <Table 30)- The 
second most commonly cited overall program objective for both 1981 and 1982 
SRPs was to gain further knowledge !n their field (18 and 14 percent, 
respectively). Another frequently cited objective was to gain assistance In 
making career decisions. Although similar objectives were cited by the 1901 
and 1982 SRPs, the percentage of the total responses a given objective 
represents differs In many Instances, For ©cample, almost 10 percent of the 
1982 SRPs reported an objective In participating In the program was to have 
summer employment, compared to 3 percent of the 1981 responses In this 
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years was concerned wtth expert end ng the nonacademic world and gaining 
research ski I Is. 

Mgans of Program Awareness. The 1981 and 1982 SRPs most frequently 
Indicated that they became aware of the program through literature posted on - 
their campus bulletin boards (Table 31). Almost one~fourth of the responses In 
both years, however, Indicated Hjat the students had ba»en Informed of the 
program by their major professors. Former participants and department chairmen 
were also sources of Information about the program? however, Journal 
advertisements reached only one student In each of the "fyo years surveyed. 

Participants' Fxpafrtetlons and Pro gram Preparation , Thirty-nine percent 
of -the 1981 SRPs and 45 percent of the 1982 SRPs had talked to either a former 
student or faculty program participant and, as a result, had some Idea of what 
to expect from their program assignments (Table 32). However, only 5 percent 
of ihe 1981 SRPs and 16 percent of the 1982 SRPs knew any members of +he DOE 
facility staff prior to being selected for tfje program. Not only would 
contacts at the facll Ity better Inform the students what to expect from a given 
program assignment, Informal feedback suggests that student participants who 
are selected for an assignment because a facility staff member Is personnel ly 
aware of his/her Interests and skills often have more satisfying research 
experiences* ' 

Close to two-thirds of the 1981 and 1982 student research participants 
reported that thefr research assignment was In an area In l^lch they tiers 
primarily Interested. Students whose assignments were Jn topics of their first 
choice would no doubt be better satisfied with their work and possibly would 
have a stronger background In an area of primary Interest. 

In terms of actual preparation efforts made by the facility staff, 71 
percent of the 19SI SRPs and 64 percent of the 1982 SRPs reported that their 
research mentor had contacted then prior to the beginning of their assignment 
and Informed then of the nature of the research they would be conducting (Tabhp 
33). However, this contact Included a specific work plan and reading 
references for only 37 percent of the 1981 SRPs and 46 percent of the 1982 
student participants. 
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Areas of Expert! sa Part lei pants_Exgect to^galn from the Program , Less 
than half of the 1981 SRP responses and half of those reported In 1982 cited an 
expectation to gain expertise In research and research techniques '(Table 34), 
In 1961, the student research participants 1 second most frequently cited 
response was that they expected to gain expertise In their major subject, 
whereas In 1982 the students more frequently cited an expectation to gain 
expertise In the use of equipment through their program participation. Other 
areas In which the SRPs hoped to gain expertise Included practical 
applications, Independent work, and writing and/or publishing. 

Exit Survey Results - 1951 and 19B? 

Stt/dant Research Participants ' 

Description of Survey, At the end of their summer research assignments, 
the 1981 and 1982 SRPs were requested to provide Information regarding the 
following eight topical areas: Program Preparation, Assistance In Meeting 
Program Requirements, Satisfaction with Assignment, Housing and Transportation, 
Program Impacts, Future Plans, Major Value of the Program, and Suggestions to 
Increase Program Effectiveness, Elghty^flve of 88 of the 19B1 SRPs (97 per- 
cent) and 74 of 76 of the 1982 SRPs (97 percent) responded to the exft survey. 

Program Preparation , Although 56 +o 59 percent of the 1981 and 1982 SRPs 
reported that their research supervisors had actually contacted them prior to 
Jhelr arrival, almost 100 percent of the participants In both years surveyed 
felt that research supervisors ^jtmLsl contact students and provide them wlth_ 
written material prior to the beginning of their assignment (Table 35), 

In addition to the preparation provided by the DOE facility research 
supervisors, the majority of 1981 and 1982 student participants agreed that 
thetr accdemlc preparation had been adequate for meeting the requirements of 
the research assignment (8t? and B8 percent* respectively). 

Assistance In Meeting Program Requirements. Approximately 90 percent of 
the 1981 and 1982 student participants agreed that their supervisors were 
available to guide or assist then In the laboratory (Table 36), 

Although around half of the 1981 and 1982 SRPs felt the orientation 
session tad been beneficial, one^flfth of the SRPs did not find the session 
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-to be of .. value,. Nonetheless,. 90 _t_Q_9_2^ps.^en.t_ of :.the_1 981 and 1982 student 
participants found the Informatldn and equipment at their disposal to be 
adequate to carry ^ut their research assignments. 

Satisfaction wfth Ass fgnment. Almost alt df ffie SRPs In both years 
surveyed Indicated that their research experience had been personally valuable"" 
(Table 37). Furthermore, over half of the T 981 and 1982 SRPs reported that 
their research experience had exceeded their expectations, and three-fourths of A 
the SRPs Indicated that their assignments had matched their Interests* 

The generally high degree of satisfaction with their assignments Is 
further reflected In the 74 to 82 percent of the 1981 and 1982 SRPs who found 
. the content of their assignments to be Investigative and challenging, while 
only 10 and 16 percent, respectively, felt that their assl granents^tfare 
^sometimes boring* 

Housing and Transported! jn . Sfxte&n to 21 percent of the 1981 and 1982 
SRPs felt that housing arrangements served as a major drawback In considering 
progrsn acceptance, although a lesser percentage felt that housing was a more 
difficult Issue than one would expect for a short-term stay In any location 
(Table 38). , 

Close to 60 percent of the students In both years surveyed felt that ORAU , 
had been fraftk about the housing situation from the beginning of the offer, and 
approximately 50 percent of the SRPs Indicated that communications from ORAU 
^regarding housing had minimized problems actually encountered* *h addition, 
two-thirds of the 1981 student research participants and over half of the 1982 
SRPs Indicated that transportation was less of a problem than they had 
anticipated* It should be noted, however, that ?n average of approximately 
one-fifth to one-quarter, respectively, of the student respondents were 
undecided on housing and transportation Issues* ~* 

Proyraa Im pacts . Forty-four percent of the 1981 student participants and 
62 percent of the 1982 student participants agreed that the training they had 
received through the program had provided them with an Indepth background for a 
major senior or honors course or paper (Table 39). Not only did a large 
proportlorj of the student participants feel that the program had benefited 
their present educational pursuits, over half of the 1981 SRPs and "two-thirds 
of the 1982 SRPs Indicated that their assignment had Increased their deptre to 
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go to graduate school. Furthermore, 40 to 50 percent of all the SRPs reported 
that their participation In the program had led them to consider a career with 
DOE. * 

Future PJ ans* Less than 19 percent of the 1981 and 1982 student 
participants reftoYted that they Intended fo sfarf~careers when they had 
completed their undergraduate degree programs HTab I e 40). Instead, the 
majority Indicated that they planned to go to graduate school, with 
approximately one-third of the SRPs reporting they would pursue graduate study 
v In an energy-related area. s * 

Over half of the SRPs In both years surveyed reported they Intended to 
pursue a Ph.D* In graduate school, while approximately one-fifth of ttn&SRPs 
Intended to cease formal education at the M.S. levej (Table 41)* 

.M fl j pr Value of the Program The most frequently cited major program value 
for both the 1981 and 1982 SRPs was the research experience It provided 
(Tabfe 42). The second most commonly cited major program value fbr both years 
surveyed was the exposure the program provided to scientific research outside 
the academic setting. The two groups of students also frequently Indicated 
that the association with people well versed In their fields and the opport- 
unity to consider career possibilities In research were primary advantages 
provided by the program* 

Suggest ions to Increase Prog ram Ff fa^tlvfiness- Of the suggestions- offered 
by the 1981 and 1982 SRPs to Increase progran effectiveness, the majority were 
grouped Into the category of "Increased communication prior to student's 
arrival." Another frequently cited suggestion by the 1981 and 1982 SRPs was 
that ORAU should Increase supervision over the participating facilities In the 
futuf'e to ensure there wll I actual (y be Research for the student to conduct. 

Other suggestions were concerned with befter Information about the 
research projects and more communication with other student participants. 
Finally, gtven the mixed responses to questions concerning housing and trans* 
portatlon whfch were discussed earlier In this report, It Is not surprising 
that 17 percent of the 1982 SRPs 1 and. 9 percent of the 19(h SRPs suggestions 
were that housing and transportation arrangements should be Improve. 
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Research Me ntor Survey Results - 1Q81 and 1982 
"Student Ttesaareh FartfelpaTlts 

Description of Survey . At the end of the SRPs* assignments, question- 
naires were distributed to the students 1 research mentors requesting Inf^bqa-^ 
tlon about the following 10 topical areas: Preparatlon'ProvIded for the 
Research Mentors, Preparation Made for Program Participants, Reasons for 
Participant Selection, Satisfaction with Participants, Influence of Research 
Program on Students 1 Attitudes Toward Research or Career Goats, Student 
Benefits from Research Assignment, Research Mentor Benefits from the Program, 
Program Impacts on Facility Staff, Facility Research Program Benefits from the 
Participants, Mejor Value of the Program, effd Suggestions to Increase 
Effectiveness* Seventy-nine of 88 of the 1981 ^research mentors (90 percent) 
and 58 of 76 of the 1982 research mentors (76 percent) responded to this 
sury&. 

Preparation Provided for the Research Mentor. As can be seen In Table 44, 
the majority of the research mentors In both yeerf surveyed felt they were we 1 1 
prepared to serve In their supervisory capacity with the program. MInetV to 97 
percent of the research mentors Indicated they understood what their duties 
would ental I, and over 80 percent were satisfied with the Information provided 
by ORAU prior to the students 1 arrlvaj. 

A further reflection of the success of efforts made to aid the research , 
mentors In their preparation for the studsnt research participants was^e fact 
that approximately two-thirds of the research mentors reported that thejr>ere 
notified. of their student assignment 2 to 3 months In advance (Table 43)* In 
addition, 86 to 91 percent received a copy of the student f s file prior to the 
SRP's arrival. These factors -would all suggest that the majority of -the 
research mentors bad an adequate amount of Information and time to make the 
necessary arn^ngements for a satisfactory placement of the students In the'_ 
facilities' research projects* 

Preparation Made for Program Participants. Approximately two-thirds of 
the 1981 and 1382 research mentors reported they had contacted their student 
research participants regarding the general nature of their research assignment 
prior to their arrival (Table 46). However, only 56 percent of the 1981 
research flteptors Indicated they had provfded a specific work plan and reading 
references to the SRPs prior to the program starting date. On the other hand, 
a slightly greater percentage of the 1982 research mentors provided the SRPs 
with specific assignment Information rather than more general Information* 
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Reason* f pr Partici pant Selection. A student f s academic record and 
background In the subject area of -rttie research project were the most frequently 
cited considerations for participant selection for both the 1981 and 1902 
research mentors (Table 47), A student f s Indicated Interest on his/her 
application and the recommendations the student's professors presented were 
other oommonly cited reasons for selection of a particular student. 

It should be noted that 8 of the 1981 research mentors and 5 of the 1982 
research mentors supervised students who were selected for the assignment by 
other facility personnel. 

Satisfaction with Participants . Over 90 percent of both the 1981 and 1982 
research mentis reported that the student participants they selected matched 
the quality suggested In their applications (Table 48), Furthermore, of the 
1981 and 1982 research mentors who had prior experience supervising student 
participants, ovdr half found the work of the students currently assigned to be 
superior to work done by previous student research participants. 

Another measure of satisfaction with the student research participants was 
refTected In the performance ratings provided by thq research mentors. 
Approximately 50 percent felt the SRPs assigned to their projects performed 
their duties In a superior manner, and another 38 to 40 percent Indicated their 
SRPs f -work performance was above average (Table 49), Only 2 of 79 of the 1981 
research mentors, found the students 1 performance to be .below average, and none 
of the 1982 research mentors reported the SRPs 1 work io^e below average, 

Iftfjjencft of ^esearctL-Exparlflnce on Students' Attitudes Towq cd 
Research or. Career Boa Is , Approximately half of the 1981 and 1982 research 
mentors felt that the research assignment had Influenced the student 
participants 1 attitudes toward research or career goals (Table 50), r 
Spectf leal ly, 52 percent of the 1981 research mentors who perceived an Impact 
on the students 1 attitudes Indicated that the SRPs were now planning to pursue 
graduate school and/or a career In the area of their research assignments. 
This same response was reported by 36 percent of the 1982 research mentors; 
however, an equal number of the 1982 mentors felt that the nature of the 
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progran'^inf [uenclfhad been the students' development of additional research 
or technical skills. Approximately one-fifth of theresearch .mentors who cited 
evidence of program Impacts In both years reported the SRPs under their 
supervl slon- had developed a more Intense Interest In research. 

Student Benefits from Research Assignment . Eighty-three percent of the , 
student research participants' benefits cited by the 1981 research mentors and 
86 percent of the SRP benefits cited by the 1982 research mentors fall Into the 
following four categories: (I) experience working Ih a research environment, 
X2) use of equipment and. techniques not available on campus, (3) more detailed 
knowledge and. skill In the specific subject studied, and (4) the application of 
knowledge learned In an academic fitting (Table 51). * /( 

Opinion was fairly evenly split among the research mentors concerning 
whether the students had received the benefit of training In advanced energy 
technologies, with a si Ightly higher percentage of 1981 mentors agreeing rather 
than disagreeing tha+ such training had occurred. Just the opposite sUuatlon 
occurred among the 1982 research mentors (Table 52). 

Research Man +or Banaf It* from the Program. Close to 90 ; percent Of the 
1981 and 1982 research mentors found their experience of supervising the SRPs 

§ 

to be rewarding (Table 53). More specifically, the majority of the research 
mentors In both, years surveyed felt they had gained teacht%and administrative 
skills from -supervising the .student participants. Furthermore, 85 percent of 
the 1981 and 1982 research mentors reported that their research had progressed 
at a faster rate due to the assistance of the students, and almost 100 percent 
of.the mentors Indicated they would be willing to. supervise another student In 
the future. 

Program Impacts on Fp^i l ity Staff . 8eyond the benefits the research 
mentors felt they had specifically galned,^they also reported benefits that 
were provided to other facility staff members through the program. Somewhat 
over one-third of the 1981' and 1982 research mentors reported that the 
students* efforts allowed the facility staff to complete 'or get nearer to 
completion on a current project (Table 54). Other program Impacts on the 
facility staff Included the ability for the staff to pursue research In new 
areas due to the students 1 assistance, the positive effect of the students' 
enthusiasm on -Hie rest of the group, and new Insights, provided by the students 
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regarding the research work at hand. All of the Impacts cited were of a 
positive nature, except for two research mentors In 1982 who reported that 
student participants had a negative effect In the research group due to the 
amount of time required to supervise and train them. 

Fact 1 1 fy Research Program, SfiDalllS frnm the Participant . In general 
terms, over 90 percent of the 1981 and 1982 research mentors felt that the 
research program at their facility had benefited from the contributions of 4he 
SRPs (Table 55). In specific terms, however, the mentors were more divided In 
their opinions regarding the contributions of the students. Less than half of 
the 1981 and 1982 research mentors thought that the students had brought new 
Ideas and approaches to the research group, and only slightly over half of the 
mentors thought that the Intellectual climate of the group had been 
strengthened by the student participants. Given the difference In the level of 
experience and education, between the students and the facility staff, these 
numbers nonetheless Indicate an Impressive Impact by the SRPs. The most- . 
concrete evidence of the students' contribution to the facilities' research 
programs, however, is reflected In the fact that 39 to 40 percent of the 
research, mentors reported that the students' efforts had resulted In additional 
publications from their facilities. 

Major Value of t hft Program . The most frequently cited major program 
values by the research mentors Irt both years surveyed were the practical 
research experience the program provides the students and ihe opportunity the 
students have to consider what research careers In their fields would entail 
(Table 56). Several of the research mentors Indicated that the Interaction 
between the professionals and students was a major program value, although this 
response was clvtet^more frequently In 1981 than 1982. 

Other elted'major program values are concerned primarily with the teaching 
opportunities provided to the research mentors and the research and training 
experiences offered to ^he student participants. 

fing p^lons to increase Prnnram FffwtlvM MS. The majority of the 
suggestions offered by the 1981 research mentors fall Into the category of 
extending the length of the"SRP appointment or al lowing students to return In 
future summers (Table 57?. This response was also of fere*** the 1982 research 
mentors, but they suggested an equal number of times that there should be 
contact with the students prior to the beginning of theli*-assl gnments. 
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Other research mentor suggestions were of the nature of better and earlier 
program preparation and assisting the students In housing arrangements; 
however, 44 percent of the 1981 research mentors and 48 percent of the 1982 
research mentors found the program effective as currently structured and/or had 
no suggestions to offer* 

EqLLovMJp Survey Results - 

1981 Student Research Participants 

Description of Survey . Six months after the 1981 and 1982 SRi s had com- 
pleted their assignments, a short follow-up questionnaire was distributed * 
requesting they provide Information regarding thdir publications and seminars 
and the Impact of the program on their career goals* Thirty-three of 88 of the 
1981 SRPs {38 percent) and 30 of 74 of the 1982 SRPs (41 percent) responded to 
this survey* 

Publications and Seminars, Only 21 percent of the 1981 and 30 percent of 
the 1982 SRPs reported that they had authored, co-authored, or had their 
assistance acknowledged In a scientific publication as a result of their 
participation In the program however, 50 to 61 percent reported that they had 
presented a seminar (Table 58), 

Impact of Prtgram on Career Goals. Thirty percent of the 198t SRPs and 13 
percent of the 1982 SRPs Indicated that as a result of their participation In 
the progran they Intended to pursue a career In research, and another 7 percent 
of the 1982 SRPs reported they had already accepted a position In a research 
laboratory* Approximately one-third to one-half of the SRPs reported they 
Intended to enter graduate school +o study In the same subject area as their 
program assignment* The majority of the SRP responses were positive, with only 
a few respondents Indicating they had chosen not to pursue a career in research 
as a result of their program experience* 

Selected SurveyOata. Comparisons - 1981 and-1982 
Student Research Part icipants 

The 1981 and 1982 Student Research Participation Program evaluation 
surveys requested Information about the same subject area fn several Instances 
on the entry, exit, research mentor^an^ fol !ow-up questionnaires* The subject 
areas which were cross-referenced In the different surveys Include; (1) Com- 
munication with the Research Mentor Prior to Program Assignment, (2) Major 
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Program Values, <3) Suggestions to Increase Program Effectiveness, and (4) 
Program impact on Career Goals* A comparison of responses given In these 
subject areas can serve as a means of evaluating the degree to which student 
program expectations were met and as a measure of agreement between student and 
facility staff perceptions of the program* 

Although there was only an approximate response rate of 40 percent for the 

1981 SRP entry survey and the 1981 and 1982 SRP fol low-up survey, these 
responses are used In the data comparisons for the purpose of assessing a 
general trend* However, comparisons made with these three SMrveys* results 
should be viewed with caution* Alt other 1981 and 1982 SRP surveys had 
comparable response rates* Results discussed In this section *xe base** on data 
Included In Tables 29*59* 

Communication with Research Mentors Prior to Program Assignment. 
Seventy-one percent of the 1981 student participants Indicated at the point of 
entering the program ttiat they had been contacted by their research mentors 
regarding their assignment, a situation which was affirmed by a close 67 
percent of the 1981 research mentors* However, only 56 percent of the 1981 
SRPs reported prior contact with the research mentor at the point of program 
exit* Slxty^four percent of both 1982 SRPs entering the program and their 
research mentors agreed that prior contact had occurred, and 59 percent of the 

1982 student participants affirmed on the exit questionnaire ti.at they had 
communicated with their mentors prior to beginning their progrsn assignment* 

Although there was basic agreement among the survey responses regarding 
general communication between students and mentors prior to their program 
assignments, this Is not the case when comparing responses to the question of 
whether a specific wo**k plan and reading references were provided by the 
research mentor before the program began* Thirty-seven percent of the 1981 
SRPs Indicated such assignment specifics had been sent to then prior to 
starting their research In the program compared to 56 percent of the 1981 
research mentors who reported providing "a work plan and references to the 
students before the starting date* This may be explained by the differences In 
the number of 1981 SRP entry survey and research mentor survey respondents* 
However, Jn 1982* where the differences In the response rates are much smaller, 
46 percent of the SRPs reported receiving a work pfan and reading references 
prior to the starting date compared to 69 percent of +he research mentors who 



ERLC 



43 



31 



reported they provided these materials. Regardless of whether such contact and 
written materials had been nrovlded or not s almost 100 percent of the 1981 and 
1982 SRPs felt that such provisions should be made. 

Major Prog ra m Value . The most frequently cited major program value from 



the perspective of both the 1981 and 1982 student participants and their 



research mentors 



that exposure to 



was that the program provided the students with research 



experience. In iiddltlon, both ihe students and their research mentors felt 



research In a nonacademlc environment was a major value of the 



program, although the students gave this response more frequently than the 
research menton;. However, the opportunity to see what a research career would 
entaFI was Rvalue cited almost equally by the 1981 and 1982 students and their 
research mentors. 

Tne/emalnlng program values cited by the students were primarily con- 
cerned jtfJth gaining research skills, whereas the research mentors often 1 
Indicated values oriented more toward gaining teaching ski I Is* This difference 
of perspective Is appropriate given the roles of the two groups* 

Suggestions to impwwa Prog ram, gf fftpfrlvenasg. There was very little 
agreement between the 1981 and 1982 student participants and research mentors 
as to what changes should fee made to Improve the programs effectiveness. ^ 
However, given the students* and supervisors' different concerns with the 
program* one would not expect a high level of agreement. From the supervisory 
point of view, the research mentors' major concerns were with the quality and 
quantity of work the program could aid them In acconip I IshI ng In their research 
projects. As a result, their suggestions In large part were to extend the 
length of the program, to ensure tha? assignments matched student Interests and 
skills, and to provide more participants. On the other hand, the student 
participants were primarily concerned that the program be structured In such a 
way that they were prepared for their research assignments and that there be 
adequate research for them to conduct. Of course* there was seme overlap In 
the suggestions offered by the two groups, but the frequency with which a given 
suggestion was cited differs. However, both research mentors and students 
expressed a need for contact before the assignment starting date and for better 
housing arrangements to be made for the students. 
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Pro gram impact on Career Goals , There Is basic agreement among the survey 
respondents regarding the program's Impact on the students' career goals. 
Fifty-seven to 66 percent of the student research participants Indicated at the 
end of their research assignments that their program experience had Increased 
their desire to go to graduate school. 

One-third to one-half of the SRPs reported In the fol low-up survey that 
not only did they Intend to go to graduate school, but that they also Intended 
to pursue their studies In the same subject area as their research assignment. 
Another 37 to 43 percent of the SRPs reported In the exit survey that as a 
result of their assignments they might consider a career with DOE- In fact, 6 
months after their program exit, 7 percent of the 1982 SRPs had accepted a 
position In a research laboratory. The research mentors were baslcal ly In 
agreement that the prcJjjram made an Impact on the SRPs career goals, with 
one~thtrd to one^half reporting the students' Increased Interest In the subject 
matter and/or research. 

Finally, these comparisons show a general agreement among the surveys* 
Although there was some disagreement In the student and research mentor 
responses, the majority of differences were appropriate given the different 
roles of students and mentors within the program. Overall, the responses from 
the Individual surveys and the comparisons made In this section reflected a 
program which was perceived as successful for both 1 981 and 1932 students and 
mentors, 

\ 

Program Objectives - Student Research 

Participation Program 

The University programs Division of Oak Ridge Associated Universities, 
which administers the Student Research Program for the U,S, Department of 
Energy, has outlined a set of objectives which the program Is designed to 
realise for both the student research participant and the participating DOE 
facilities. This section of the report wtl I examine the degree to which the 
1981 and 1982 Student Research Participation Program evaluation survey 
Indicates that these objectives were met. Results discussed In the following 
paragraphs are based on data Included In sb'les 29-59, 
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Program Objectives for Student Rasearrh Participants . The first program 
objective for the student participants Is to provide research participation 
opportunities for students In ongoing energy research* This goaf is met simply 
through the existence of the Student Research Participation Program and the 
student assignments which were made at DOE facilities during 1961 and 1982 as a 
result of the program* 

The second program objective of complementing educational programs as an 
extension of the classroom environment appears to have been met In part In 
1961, with 44 percent of the SRPs Indicating they received an Indepth 
background from their training which they would use In a senior or honors 
course or paper* This objective was met to a greater extent In 1982* when 63 
percent of the students reported that the progresn had provided them with such a 
background* " 7 

Over 60 percent of the major program values cited by the 1961 and 1982 
student research participants werp concerned with gaining research and 
laboratory experience at DOE facilities* This suggests that the objective of 
providing the students with hands-on laboratory experience was realized by a 
majority of the participants. Further support that this objective was met Is 
reflected by the fact that 83 to 90 percent of the benefits the 1981 and 1982 
SRPs received from their participation, according to their research mentcrs* % 
were related to gaining research skills and experience. 

The program objective of training the students In up-to-date energy 
technologies was met to a limited degree according to the 1981 and 1982 
research mentors* who reported that 44 percent, of the 1961 SRPs and 36 percent 
of the 1982 SRPs received such training* 

The next three objectives ^ere not addressed In any specific survey 
question* However, by referring to the major program values cited by the 
students and the benefits the program provided the students according to 1 their 
research mentors* the degree to which these objectives were met can be 
determined to some extent* 

The second most frequently cited benefit the 1981 and 1982 research 
mentors reported the students received from the program was the use of 
equipment not available on campus. This response suggests that the objective 
of exposing students to special research facilities was met to some degree* 
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The program objective of providing the opportunity for students to focus 
on a research agenda with none of the distractions of the classroom appears to 
be supported In part by the 1981 and 1982 SRPs f Indication that exposure to 
sclentFflc research In 4 nonacademlc environment was a major program value* In 
^ddltton, the progran objective of allowing the students to associate with 
experienced Investigators w^s^the ^Trd~most t requentTy c I ted^'progran whiff by~ 
both the 1981 and 1982 student research participants* 

Since only 21 percent of the 1981 SRPs and 30 percent of the 1982 SRPs 
Indicated that they had authored, co-authored, or had their assistance ^ 
acknowledged In a scientific publication, It does not appear that the progran 
objective of providing the students with the opportunity to have their research 
published was reel Fzed In large part. However, this response represents only 
38 to 40 percent of the total 1981 and 1982 SRPs and should be viewed with 
caution* Furthermore, since approximately 40 percent of the research mentors 
Indicated that contributions from the students had led to additional 
publications frorr the facility, perhaps ttils objective was met with some degree 
of success* 

The final tvo objectives for the SRPs are to provide a pool of potential 
employees for DOE and to Influence career choices. Although only 37 percent of 
the 1981 SRPs agreed that they might consider a career with DOE as a result of 
their participation In the program, over 50 percent of the 1982 SRPs felt they 
mFght make their careers wFth DOE* Two-thirds of the 1981/1982 SRP respondents 
to the fol lcw~up survey reported that as a result of the progran they Intended 
to pursue further studies and/or a career In research* Furthermore, 57 percent 
of the 1981 SRPs and 66 percent of the 1982 J>RPs reported In the exit survey 
that the program assignment had Increased their desire to go to graduate 
school* Further evidence that the objective of Influencing career choices was 
realized In the 1981 and 1982 programs was reflected In the fact that the 
students reported havFng the opportunity to consider career choices In rese& ch 
to be a major value of the progran* 

Program Objective* for Participating Eacl titles. With almost t 00 percent 
of the 1981 and 1982 research mentors reporting that In an overal I sense their 
research programs had benefited from the contributions of the students, th© 
objective of strengthening the research progress at the facIIFty appears to 
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have been met* However, In more specific terms, only 61 percent of*the 1981 
research mentors and 65 percent of the 1982 research mentors felt that the 
Intellectual climate 6f the research group had been strengthened by the 
students' Ideas and approaches, which was another program objective for the 
facilities* Given the differences In the education and experience between the 
students and the facility staff, these percentages represent a positive showing 
by the SRPs* 

The program objective of training potential manpower In advanced energy 
technologies was met on!y to a limited degree, with 44 percent of the 1981 
research mentors and 36 percent of the 1982 research mentors Indlcatln^^such 
training had occurred. However, considering the educational level of these 
undergraduate students, perhaps advanced energy technology training was not 
deemed appropriate by many of the research mentors* Furthermore, sane student 
research assignments were only Indirectly energy-related <$uch as assignments 
In computer programing), and thus would not warrant advanced energy technology 
tral nlng* 

Considering the education and experience of the students, It Is not 
surprising tftat only 40 percent of the 1931 and 1982 research *t#ntcrs Indicated 
that contributions from the students had resulted In additional publications 
from the facility, another program objective for the participating facilities* 

Although less than half of the 1981 and 1982 research mentors Indicated 
they had gained new teaching skills as a, result of supervising the SRPs, around 
three-fourths, of the mentors reported they had gained administrative experience 
In dealing with personnel due to supervising the students* Furthermore, alrwst 
100 percent of the research mentors stated they would bo tftlllng to supervise 
another student In the future* These responses suggest that the 1981 and 1982 
Student Research Participation Programs fulfilled the program objective of 
enriching staff members through supervisory responsjbl I (ties* 

The flna) objective for the participating facilities Is to have new and 
fresh Ideas brought to the research group by the students* This objective was 
realized to a Hmfted extent according to the research mentors, with 46 percent 
reporting this type of student contribution In 1981 and 43 percent In 1982* 



45 



36 



CONCLUSION 

The 1^81/1982 Faculty and Student Research Participation Programs provided 
research opportunities for 86 faculty members and 164 undergraduate students at 
a dozen DOE facilities* The responses to the four surveys conducted with each 
group Indicate that these programs were a rewarding experience for both the 

participants antf the 00E scientists with whom they worked* Furthermore, ttus 

programs fulfilled the objectives that ORAU determined should be met; In fact, 
In some cases these objectives were realized by almost 100 percent of the 
participants* 

There were some ways In which the participants and the facility staff felt 
the program could be made more effective. Primarily, these suggestions were 
concerned with sect/ring a way for tfte continuation of the participants 1 
research efforts. In addition, many respondents encouraged both greater and 
earlier communication among participants, DOE facility staff, and ORAU. 
Finally, it appears that temporary housing arrangements were not satisfactory 
In many situations, particularly for participants assigned to DOE facilities tft 
Oak Ridge, Tennessee. The City of Oak Ridge has a limited number of rental 
properties, and many participants must find housing In Knoxvile, approximately 
20 miles away from their work site. Furthermore, there Is no public 
transportation between the two cities, a situation that apparently proved 
problematic for those participants who did not have access to a private 
automobile, Thesa considerations aside, both the participants and the facility 
staff found the program to be a successful means of providing research 
experience and an exchange of Ideas between the academic world and government 
research facilities. 

The Faculty and Student Research Parti c ( patl orr Programs ere ai» Important 
means of developing essential manpower to address the natlon # s energy concerns 
and of providing both students and faculty. members the opportunity to conduct 
energy-related research In their fields of Interest. The exchange of expertise 
between faculty and DOE facility staffs leads to new approaches to research 
problems, and the students have the opportunity to work with Individuals who 
are highly qualified In their field of study. The energy-related training 
real Ized by the participants, the expertise the facilities gain from the 
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faculty participants, and the potential future manpower the student researcher^ 
might provide DOE result In a worthwhile and beneficial program for all 
trivolved. \ 
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1981 AND 1982 FACULTY RESEARCH PARTICIPANT 
. ENTRY SURVEY TABLES 



5£ 
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T7BLE 1 • PRIMARY OBJECTIVE f\OR PARTICIPATING IN THE" PROGRAM: 
Faculty Researcir Participation Program Evaluation 
Entry Questionnaire, 1 981 and 1982 

C 1981 Respondents * 37) ,„ 
(1982 Respondents * 31) ~ *' 



- 1981 1982 
, ' Primary Objective^ Response pesponsa 

1. To conduct research In my field of 

Interest '38$ 32# 

2* To broaden my scientific background 11$ 23$ 

3. To gain abilities as a researcher or 

sharpen previously acquired skills 11$ 6$ 



4. To provide expertise 4 8$ * — - 

5* To continue work on projects begun 

I ast stutmer 8$ — ~* 

6* To Interact with researchers In my field 5$ 10$ 

7. TO use equipment and/or facll Itles not "* s ^ 

. available on campus . 5$ 6$ 



8* To, have aft enriching cultural and 

social experience 3$ 



9* To become aware of the latest develop- 
ments and new techniques In ray field 3? , 14$ 

10* To have summer employment 3$ L — - 

IK To become familiar with DOE and to 

establish contacts with DOE personnel. 3% 6$ 

12*- No response ^ ' 3$ 3% 

? 

TOTAL * 100$ 100$ 



^Categories of like responses to an open-ended survey question 
.NOTE:. Columns may not add to 100$ due to numerical rounding* 



44 

TABLE 2. TOTAL OBJECTIVES CITED FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE PROGRAM: 
Faculty' Research Participation Program Evaluation 
Entry Questionnaire, 1981 and 1982 

C 1 981 Respondents = 37) 
(1982 -Respondents c 3D 

-— 1981 . 1982 

_ Primary Objective^ . . Response" Re sponse^ 

1. To conduct research In my field of 

Interest ** 21$ 23% 

2, To broaden my scientific background" 13$ • U$ 

3* To gain abilities as a researcher or 

sharpen previously acquired skills 13$ 10$ 

47 "To become aware of tfte latest develop- 
ments and new techniques In my field 10$ 10$ 

5, To Interact with researchers In my 

field 7$ 14$ 

6* To become fsnlllar with DOE and make 

contacts a Itti DOE personnel 7$ M$ 

7* To have sisnmer employment 5$ 3$ 

8* To use equipment and/or faculties not 

available on campus 4$ - 10$ 

To provide expertise 4$ 5$ 

10* T o have a change from tfte academic 

environment 4$ 3$ 

t IU To continue work on projocts begun !ast 

summer 4$ 

12* To become a better Instructor 3$ — 

13* To have an enriching cultural and social 

experience 2$ — - 

14. No response 1$ 1$ 

TOTAL 100$ 100$ 



^Categories of i Ike responses to an open-ended survey question* 

^Represents 98 responses by 37 respondents* 

Represents 81 responses by 31 respondents ^ 

MQTE; Columns may not add to«100$ dug,to nu merlca I round! ng* 



V 
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T/©LE 3. NUI«ER OF RESPONDENTS WHO HAVE PREVIOUSLY PARTICIPATED 
IN THE PROGRAM OR IN A SIMILAR PRQGRAMi 
Faculty Research Participation Program Evaluation 
r Entry Questionnaire, 1981 and 1982 

f 

(1981 Respondents * 37) 
(1982 Respondents -31) 



0 J 


1981 


1982 
Response 


Prldr7parttctpant at same facility 




39$ 


Prior participant at another facility or 
through a different program f 


% 


22$ 


Flrst-t'me participant In any progrsn 




39$ 


TOTAL 


100% 


100? 



/ 



NOTE: Col wins may not add to 100$ due to numerical rounding. 
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TABLE 4* RESEARCH EXPERIENCE: 
Faculty Research Participation Program Evaluation 
Entry Questionnaire, 1981 and 1982 

(1981 Respondents - 37) 
(1982 Respondents » 30 



A* 1 Is your research project at the 
facility an expansion of present 
or pest work on your own? 



B* Do you expect to contribute 
expertise that Is not available 
at the facf I Ity? 



198t 1982 
R es ponse , Response 



Yes * 57$ 45J6 

No I>8$ 52$ 

No response 5$ 3$ 



100$ 100$ 



Yes 81$ * * 87$ 

No 8$ 13$ 

No response 11$ — 

100$ 100$ 
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T/8LE 5. MEANS BY WHICH PARTICIPANTS BECAME AWARE OF THE PROGRAM* 
Faculty Research Participation Program Evaluation 
Entry Questionnaire, 1981 and 1982 

(1981 Respondents * 37) 
< 1982 Respondents » 31) 





1981 
Respemsfl 3 


1982 
Response' 1 


'Bulletin board" literature 


32$ 


39$ 


Cappus recruiter 


— 


6$ 


Former participant 


23* 


22$ 


Head of department 


n 


6$ 


Journal 


n 


6$ 


Otter 


30$ 


19$ 


No response 




3$ 


TOTAL 


100$ 


- 100$ 



SReprgsants 44 responses by 37 respondents* 
Represents 36 responses by 31 respondents* ± 

NOTE: Columns may not add to 100? due to numerical, rounding* 
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TflJLE 6. PARTICIPATION SUPPORT i 
Faculty Research Participation Program Evaluation 
Entry Questionnaire, 1981 and 1982 

(1981 Respondents * 37) 
(1982 Respondents * 31) 



i . Did you receive support from your 
department head to proceed with 
this venture? 



8. Old you know any of the members of 
the facility staff before applying 
for tfte progron? 



ERIC 



1981 1982 
Response , Response 



Yes 78* 74? 

No 19* 26$ 

No response 3$ — 

100* 100? 



Yes 62* 65* 

No 35$ 35? 

No response 3* — ■ 

100* 100* 
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T7BLE 7. PARTICIPANT BENEFITS: 
Faculty Research PartlcIprMon Program Evaluation 
Entry Questionnaire, 1981 and 1982 

(1981 Respondents * 37) 
<1982 Respondents =31) 



1981 
Response 



1982 
Response 



A. Do you anticipate using facility 
equipment that you do not have 
access to on campus? 

Yes 
No 

No response 



76* 
22? 
3$ 



74* 
26* 



100* 



100* 



B. Do you anticipate that this experience 
wit I' provide additional expertise that 
you do not now have? 

Yes 
No 

No response y 



95% 
3% 



97% 
3% 



C. Do you anticipate research collaboration 
with the DOE facility after your present 
appointment has expired? 



Yes 
No 

No response 



100* 



78* 
22* 



100* 



94* 
3* 

3*- 



100* 



100* 



NOTE: Columns may not add to 100* due to numerical rounding. 
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TABLE 8* NUMBER OF GRADUATE STUDENTS TAUGHT BY PARTICIPANTS 

IN AN ACADEMIC YEAR: 
Faculty Research Participation Program Evaluation 
Entry Questionnaire, 198t and 1982 

' {1981 Respondents = 37) 
(1982 Respondents - 31) 



Nunbor of Graduate 1981 1982 

_ §tudents Ta u ght , Rftsoons a Response 

1-25 51? 45$ 

26-50 5$ 13$ 

Over 100 3$ — 

None 38$ 42? 

No response 3$ — 



TOTAL * 100$ 



1003 



51 



TABLE 9. NUMBER OF UNDERGRADUATE STUDENTS TAUGHT BY PARTICIPANTS 

IN AN ACADEMIC YEAR: 
Faculty Research Participation Program Evaluation 
Entry Questionnaire, 1981 and 1982 

11981 Respondents * 37) 
(1982 Respondents « 31) 



Number of Undergraduate 1981 _ 1982 

SimlfiDis Iaugfal Basoonsfi Bas&ansfi. 



1-50 
51-1 00 
101-150- 
151-250 
Over 250 



No response ^$ 



11$ t 6* 

22* 35* 

16* 19* 

32* 29* 

14* 10* 



TOTAL 



100* 100* 



NOTE: Columns may not add to 100* due to numerical rounding. 



ERIC 
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TABLE 10. RESEARCH PLANS AND OBJECTIVES: 
Faculty Research Participation Urogran Evaluation 
Exit Questionnaire, 1961 and 1982 

(1981 Respondents * 33) 
(1982 Respondents » 38) 



A, Did you establish a research plan 
In consultation with your contact 
at the DOE'faclHiy prior to your 
appointment? 



Yes 
No 

No response 



B. If so, was the plan followed? 

Yes 
NA 

£ No 

No response 



1981 1982 
Response RfiSpQflSfl 



70$ 74$ 
30$ 24$ 
— 3$ 



100$ 100$ 



67$ 66* 

12$ ^ 24$ 

3$ 5$ 

18$ 5$ 



C. Were the outcomes of this appointment 
consonant with your expectations? 



Yes 
No 

No response 



D, My original objectives were fulfilled 
In the course of the research experience. 

Strongly agree 
Agree 
, Undecided 
D I sagree 

Strongly disagree 



100$ 100$ 

91$ 89$ 

6$ H$ 

3$ — 

100$ 100? 



36$ 47$ 

58$ 39$ 

3$ 5$ 

— 5$ 

3$ 3$ 



100$ 100$ 



ERiC nOT £' Columns may not add to 100$ due to numerical rounding. 

83 



56 

TABLE 11. RESEARCH EXPERIENCE AND INTENTIONS: 
Faculty Research Parti clpatf or, Progren Evaluation 
Exit Questional re, 1981 and 1982 

(1981 Respondent!! * 33) 
(1982 Respondents = 38) 

1981 1982 

Response BfiS&GQSS 



A. Were you engaged In energy research 
prior to this appointment? 



Yes 64$ 68$ 

No 33? 32$ 
No response 3$ 

100$ ' too* 



8. Do you Intend to continue research In 
$ energy on campus? 



Yes 79$ 92$ 

No 18$ 8$ 

No response 3$ — — 



C. I Intend to pursue additional research 
In the sane general area. 



100$ 100$ 



Strongly agree 56$ 63$ 

Agree 33$ 32$ 

Undecided ' 9$ 5$ 

DI sagree — 

Strongly disagree — - *r~ 



D. Have you or do you expecr to receive 
a grant or contract from "ttie 00E 
facility for work on your campus? 



■ / 



100$ 100$ 



Yes 36$ 45$ 

U No 55$ 45$ 

No response ^ 9$ 10$ 

100$ 100$ 



9 ~ 
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TABLE 12. RESEARCH TINE AND PERSONNEL : 
Faculty Research Participation Program .Eva I uati on 
Exit Questionnaire, 1981 and 1982 

(1981 Respondents = 33) 
< 1962 Respondents ■ 38) 



1981 1982 
Rfl<;pnn<ift Response 



A, Being away from the university allowed 
me to acccmpl Ish more research than 
I woujd have If I had spent the time 
on campus. 



Strongly agree 64$ 63$ 

Agree I 8$ 34$ 

Undecided 15$ 3$ 

Disagree — > 

Strongly Disagree 3$ — 



B. Interactions with the researchers at 
the facility were enriching. 



C. The facility personnel were helpful 



P 



100JS too? 



Strongly agree 55? • 74$ 

Agree 42$ 24$ 

Undecided 3$ 

Disagree 3$ — 

Strongly disagree — 



100? 100$ \ 



during my orientation period. 

Strongly agree 55$ 63$ 

Agree 36$ 29$ 

Undecided ~™ 5$ 

Disagree 3$ ~ 

Strongly disagree — 3 * 

No response 6$ *~ 



100$ - 100$ 



-V 

NOTEt Columns may not add to 100$ due to numerical rounding. 



ERIC 



65 



58 

TABLE 13. RESEARCH SKILLS AND EQUIPMENT: 
Faculty Research Partlcfpatlon.Progran Evaluation 
Exit Questionnaire, 1981 and 1982 



(1981 Respondents = 33) 
< 1982 Respondents * 38) 



A. I have learned energy technologies 
unfamiliar to me prior to my 
participation In the progran. 



1981 1982 
Response , , Response 



Strongly agree 45$ 29? 

Agree 3 3? 58? 

Undecided # jjj 

Disagree 6? W 

Strongly disagree 9$ ~"~ 

No response — 3 * 



8. I used equipment not available on 
campus. 



100* 101$ 



Strongly agree - 36? 42? 

Agree 24? 29? 

Undecided jjj 3j 

Disagree 15? 16? 

Strongly disagree 9? 55 

No response 9? 5? 

100? 100? 



NOTE: Columns may not add to 100? due to numerical rounding. 
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T/©t£ 14. MAJOR VALUE OF THE PROGRAM: 
Faculty Research Participation Program Evaluation 
Exit Questionnaire, 1 981 and 1982 

U (1981 Respondents * 33) 

(1962 Respondents » 38) 

1981 , 1982 
<tf' Ma tor Va l t *g ProgramS , BfiSfiflllSS^ RflSpQnS8 c 

i 

1 . The Interaction, between academicians and 

DOE scientists 34* 36 * 

* 2. Provides faculty with the latest equipment 

and funds for uninterrupted research 20% 23* 

3. An .opportunity to learn new research 

methods ' ie * 8? 



4. Keeps facility aware of developments In 
energy research 



14? 17* 



5. Provides government contacts and 
current topics for use In one's , 

university work 7 * 4 ? 

6. < Allows scientists from- anal I schools 

to renal n researchers 5> 3> 

7. A! lows faculty to provide expertise to 
government research programs — ~ 



6. Other 
TOTAL 



~- 8$ 

7$ 1* 



100JS 100JS 



^Categories of I Ike responses to an opeii-ended survey question. 
b Represenfs 44 responses fay 33 respondents. 
CRepresents 66 responses fay 38 respondents. 
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T/BLE 15. PROGRAM RECOMfCNDATIONS: 
Faculty Research Participation Program Evaluation 
Exit Questionnaire, 1981 and 1982 



U981 Respondents = 33) 
(1982 Respondents = 38) 



A, I recommend a similar experience - 
for any Interested graduate student. 

Strongly agree 
Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 

Strongly disagree 
Ho response' 



1981 
Response 



45* 
48? 

1* 

3* 



1982 
Response 



58$ 
3456 
3* 



5* 



100$ 



100$ 



B, I recommend this progran to other 
Interested faculty members. 

Strongly agree 
Agree 
Undecl ded 
Disagree 
Strongly agree 



58* 
3356 
9* 



.76* 
24$ 



100* 



100* 



NOTE: Columns may not add to 100* due to numerical rounding. 
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TABLE 16. HOUSING AND STIPEND: 
Faculty Research. Participation Program Evaluation 
Exit Questionnaire, 1981 and 1982 



(1981 Respondents ■ 33) 
(1982 Respondents = 38) 



1981 
Response 



1982 
Response 



A. Housing *as satisfactory. 

^ongly agree 
Agree 
Undec) ded 
Disagree 

Strongly disagree 
NA 



B- Funds provided for this program srere 
adequate. 

Strcmgly agree 
Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 

Strongly disagree 
r No response 



655 
48$ 
18$ 

6? 
18$ 



100$ 



/ 



33* 

12$ 
3$ 
3$ 



18$ 
42$ 
16$ 
8$ 
5$ 
11$ 



100$ 



29$ 
63$ 
3$ 
3$ 

3$ 



100$ 



100$ 



.NOTE: Columns may not add to 100$ due to numerical rounding. 
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T7BLE 17. SUGGESTIONS TO INCREASE THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE PROGRAM: 
Faculty Research Participation Progran Evaluation 
Exit Questionnaire, 1981 and 1982 

< f 931 Respondents - 33) 
(1982 Respondents * 38) 



Suggestions to Increase 
.Program Effectiveness^ 



1981 
JlesDonsa^L 



1982 
_Bes0G&se c 



1. Improve housing arrangements 25% 

2. Arrange for participants to continue 
research during fu+ure summers or at 

their own university )5% 

3. Announce appointments earlier lOJt 

4. Projects need to be planned In advance 10$ 

5. More Interaction before the program 

starts \ 10Jt 

6. Maintain contact with participants 
throughout the year 5? 

7. ProviOv better support services 
(secretarial help* mall system, supplies, 
etc.) 5% 

8. Provide longer research period for 
participants on sabbaticals or 6-months* 

leave 5% 

9. Utilize equipment not available on 

campus 5% 

10. Allow flextlme and/or leave time 5% 
11* Increase salaries 5% 

12. Provide a description of the research needs 

of the facility before progran starts — 

13. Provlc^ a better .orientation explaining 

DOE policies and procedures — 



1% 

34* 
lOJt 
3% 

1% 

3% 

1% 



1% 
1% 



(ContI nued) 
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T«IE 17. SUGGESTIONS TO INCREASE THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE PROGRAM (Corftlnued) 

Suggestions to Increase 1981 ]9&z 
P^r^n Fffftc+lvenessa BfiSfiODSfiE RflS P flnSflS 

14, Give energy centers a free choice of 

participants * 

15. Other — 10 * 

T0TAL too? i oose 



a CateqorIes of like responses to an open-ended survey question, 
^Represents multiple responses by 17 respondents. SIxteeR respondents had 
no suggestions. . . . 

^Represents multiple response by 23 respondents. Fifteen respondents Had 

no suggestions, 

NOTE: Col*--* may not add to 100$ due to numerical rounding. 
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1981 AND 1982 RESEARCH COLLABORATOR SURVEY TABLES 
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TMLP 18 RESEARCH COLLABORATOR BENEFITS FROM THE PARTICIPANT: 
Faculty Research Participation Program Evaluation 
Research Collaborator Questionnaire, 1981 and 198Z 

(1981 Respondents = 28) 
(1982 Respondents = 22) 



1981 
Response. 



1982 
Response. 



A. W/ experience of being a research 
* col laborator was a rewarding one. 



agree 



Strongly 
Agree 
Undecl ded 
01 sagree 

Strongly disagree 



39* 
57$ 
4$ 



36$ 
9$ 



100$ 



100$ 



B. t have gained new knowledge as a result 
of co! labor at Ion with this faculty member. 

Strongly agree 
Agree 
Undecl ded 
01 sagree 

Strongly disagree 
No response 



29$ 
57$ 
11$ 



4$ 



41$ 
50$ 
5$ 
5$ 



100$ 



100$ 



C. The faculty participant contributed 
expertise that Is not available at 
the fad I fry. 

Strongly agree 
Agree 

' Undecided 
01 sagree 

Strongly disagree 
No response 



25$ 
43$ 
21$ 
11$ 



16$ 
45$ 
18$ 
14$ 

~5$ 



100$ 



100$ 



(Continued) ' 
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T«IE 18. RESEARCH COLLABORATOR BENEFITS FROM THE PARTICIPANT (Continued) 

1981 1982 ' 
Response B g s ppnse 



D. My research has moved much faster 
with the aid of the faculty 
participant than It would have 
without his/her assistance. 

^ Strongly agree 39* 36* 

Agree 43? 45* 

Undecided 1,8* 14* 

D t sagree — " 

Strongly disagree — — 



E. 1 am willing to supervise another 
faculty member. 



100* 100* 



Strongly' agree 43* 45* 

Agree 54* 55* 

Undecl ded 4* — 
Disagree — ~ 

Strongly disagree — ~" 

* 100* 100* 



NOTE: Columns may not add to 100* due to numerical rounding. 
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TABLE 19. FACILITY RESEARCH PROGRAM BENEFITS FROM THE PARTICIPANT: 
Faculty Research Participation Program Evaluation 
Research Collaborator Questionnaire, 1981 and 1982 

(1981 Respondents - 28) 
(1982 Respondents * 22) 

1981 1982 
Response EteSPQnSfi. 

A. The research progrsn at the facility 
has benefited from contributions of 
this faculty member. 

Strongly agree 50$ 41 $ 

Agree 46* 55$ 

Undecided 4* . 5$ 

Disagree — , ~"~ 

Strongly disagree — — 



8, The faculty participant brought creative 
Ideas and approaches to the facll Ity. 



C» The Intellectual climate of,ttie research 
group was strengthened by the presence 
of this faculty participant. 



1002 100? 



Strongly agree 32$ 27$ 

Agree 64$ 59$ 

Undecided 4? 9$ 

Disagree — 5$ 

Strongly disagree — — 



100$ 100? 



Strongly agree 32$ 32$ 

Agree 55 £ 

Undecided 7$ 14$ 

Disagree — — 

Strongly disagree — — 

100$ 101$* 



(ContI nued) 
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T^BLE 19, FACILITY RESEARCH PROGRAM BENEFITS FROM THE PARTICIPANT (Continued) 



D* The contributions from this faculty 
participant will result In additional 
pubt Icatlon(s) from the facility* 



- 1981 1982 
Response _ RfiSPflFlSO 



Strongly agree 32$ 41? 

Agree 43$ 41$ 

Undecided 18$ 18$ 

Disagree 7$ — 

Strongly disagree — 



E- faculty participants contribute to 
accompl Ishlng the mission of the 
facility- 



F- The rapport between this facility and the 
faculty member's untversity has been 
expanded as a result of his/her participa- 
tion- 



NOTE: Columns may not add to 100$ due to numerical rounding- 



100$ 100$ 



Strongly agree 39$ 55$ 

Agree 57$ 41$ 

Undecided 4$ 5$ 

Disagree — ^ ~ 

Strongly disagree — ™* 



100$ 100$ 



Strongly agree 4$ 9$ 

Agree 46$ 64$ 

Undecided 50$ 23$ 

Disagree — — 

Strongly disagree — 5$ 



100$ 100$ 
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TABLE 20. PARTICIPANT'S CONTRIBUTION TO FACILITY'S RESEARCH: 
Faculty Research Participation Program Evaluation 
Research Collaborator Questionnaire, J981 and 1982 



(1981 Respondents » 28) 
(1982 Respondents = 22) 



Participant's Contribution 
-Co Facility's Resfl«rr:h« 



1. Developed background data and/or new 
experimental data for ongoing research 
project 45$ 

2. Developed new research methodology or 
procedures 13$ 

3. Reviewed and/or organized data 13$ 

4. Enabled research to be completed on 
schedule 6$ 

5. initiated work In a new research area 10$ 

6. Aided project staff In meeting their 

goals - 6$ 

7. Provided a new perspective on the 

project 6$ 

8. No response — 



TOTAL 100$' 



1981 

■Responses 



1982 

Rosponsa 0 



67$ 

7$ 
7$ 



4$ 



11$ 
4$ 

100$ 



a Categortes of like responses to an open-ended question. 
Represents 31 responses by 28 respondents. 
Represents 27 responses by 22 respondents. 

NOTE: Columns may not add to 100$ due to numerical rounding, 
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TABLE 2K ENERGY TECHNOLOGY TRAINING; 
Faculty Research Participation Program Evaluation 
Research Col laborator Questlonnal re> 1981 and 1982 

(1981 Respondents = 28) 
(1982 Respondents * 22) 

1981 1982 
Response BflSftOnsa 

The faculty participant was trained 
In advanced energy technologies while 
at the facll Ity. 

Strongly agree 
Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 

Strongly disagree. 



100$ 100$ 



16$ 
50$ 

11$ 
21$ 



27$ 
45$ 
14$ 
9$ 
5$ 



4 
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TABLE 22. CONTINUING CONTACT WITH PARTICIPANT: 
Faculty Research Participation Program Evaluation 
Research Collaborator Quest! onnalrp* I98t and 198(2 



(1981 Respondents * 28) 
(1982 Respondents * 22) 



A* 



I expect to continue collaborative 
association with this faculty 
parties "»ant. 

Strongly agree 
Agree 
Undecl dad 
Disagree 

Strongly disagree 



I9S1 
Respons a 



36? 
50$ 
14$ 



1982 
Response 



41$ 
41$ 

9$ 



B. I feel this faculty participant 

could be a useful contractor for DOE. 

Strongly agree 
Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 

Strongly disagree 
No response 



100$ 



25$ 
50$ 
21$ 



4$ 



100$ 



36$ 
45$ 
9$ 
9$ 



100$ 



iod$ 



C. Have you or do you Intend to give 
the participant a grant or contract 
to continue his/her research? 

Yes 
No 

No response 



50$ 

39$ 
11$ 



4 

45$ 
14$ 



100$ 



100$ 



NOTE: Columns may not add to 100$ due to numerical rounding. 



73 



74 



T7SLE 23. MAJOR VALUE OF PROGRAM: ■ 
Faculty Research Participation Program Evaluation 
Research Collaborator Questionnaire, I98t and 1982 

< I98t Respondents = 28) 
(1982 Respondents * 22) . 

1981 1982 
Major value of Bcaacaag : — , fiasecnsfiS Respon s e! 



1. Exchange of methodology techniques and 

vtewpafnts 4 2* 37 * 

2. Increased number of trained staff members 

fSf short periods of time 21> l<> 

3. Stimulate research skills In alt Involved 15? 26? 



4. Facilities available for participant to 
carry out research on a topic of his/her 
I nterest 

5. Give participant topics to use at his/her 
university 

6. Participant experiences "ttie nonacadsmlc 
world 



6? 4? 
3JS- — 

31 ' rt 



7. Establish working relationship between 

DOE and academic community 3K. H> 

8. Other 6 * 



too? 100? 



a Categort*s of like responses to an open-ended survey question. 
^Represents 33 responses from 28 respondents. 
c Represents 27 responses by 22 respondents. 

NOTE:' Columns may not add to 100$ due to numerical rounding. 
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TA31E 24. "SUGGESTIONS TO INCREASE THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE PROGRAM: 
, Faculty Research Participation Program Evaluation 
' Research Collaborator Questionnaire, 1981 and 19SZ 



(1981 Respondents = 28) 
(1982 Respondents » 22) 



Suggestions to Increase 1981 1982 
pr«flr«n Ef fe&tivenessj BasocnsfiS Basaojisa- 



2. Improve recruitment 

3. 8etter planning for applicant positions 



9. Other 
TOTAL 



1 . Renew appol n-hnents for future summer 

and/or contl nued Interaction 1 4W . o* 



20^ 

15* . 47* 



4. .Extend the length of the appointment 10$' — 

5. Increase the number of positions' 5$ - -—*> 

6. Improve communications, among facility, • 

participant, and ORAL! - 1Z3& 

7. Arrange an annual' meeting for participants 

to present papers on their research — , 1Z * 

8. increase participant's stipend — 

10$ ' 6* 



100? 100$ 



a Cateocr.tes of tike responses to an open-ended survey question. 
^Represents multiple responses by 17 respondents. Eleven 
respondents had no suggestions. 
Represents 17 single responses. Five respondents had no suggestions. 

NOTE: Columns may not add to 100* due to numerical rounding. 
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FCLLOW-UP SURVEY TABLES 
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TABLETS. ACADEMIC BENEFITS FROM PROGRAM PARTICIPATION: 
Faculty Research Participation Program Evaluation 
FoMow-Up Questionnaire, 1981 and 1982 



(1981 Kjsporjdents 
(1982 Respondents 



! have or wli I incorporate knowledge 
gained from my participation In the 
program Into my teaching. 



agree 



Strong I y 
Agree 
Undecided 
Ulsagree 

S+rongly disagree 
No response 



* 28) 
- 31) 

1981 - 
Response 



50* 
43* 
4* 



43t 



1982 
Response 



52% 
42* 
6* 



B. I plan to offer a new course(s) based on 
knowledge gained from my participation. 

Strongly agree 
Agree 
Undecided 
DI sagree 

Strongly disagree 
' No response 



100* 



11* 

r..s 

28* 
36* 

11* 

4* 



100* 



19* 
26% 
25% 
16* 
10* 
6* 



r 



100* 



100* 



NOTE: Coigns may not Jdd to 100* due to numerical rounding. 
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T/BLE 26. RESEARCH BENEFITS FROM PROGRAM PARTI CI PA 1 >N: 
Faculty Research Participation Program Evaluation 
Fol IcaHJp Questionnaire, 1981 and 1982 

{1981 Respondents = 28) 
(1982 Respondents - 31) 



1981 1982 
Respond ^Rftsppnse. 

A, As a result of this experience I fin 
better prepared to direct student 
research In related areas. 

Strongly agree 64? 74* 

Agree / 32? 23? 

Undecided — 

Dl sagree — 

Strong! y disagree — ~™ 

No response 4$ 3? 



B. 1 ha»'e or will originate a new research 
program related to my research at the 
DOE U Mlty. 



100$ too? 



Strongly agree 50? 52$ 

Agree 18$ 32$ 

Undecided 21$ 6? 

Disagree 7? 6$ 

Strongly disagree — 3? 

No response 4? — - 



100$ 100$ 



N0TH: Columns may not add to 100? due to numerical rounding. 
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TABLE 27. CONTACT WITH FACILITY: 
Faculty Research Participation Program ^valuation 
Fol fow-Up Questionnaire, 1981 and 1982 



(1981 Respondents « 28) 
< 1982 Respondents - 51) 



1981 
jfosponsa 



1982 
Response. 



I have maintained contact -Ith the 
facility since I returned to campus.- 

Strongly agree 
Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 

Strongly disagree 
No response 



71* 

n 

100* 



68* 
32* 



ioo* 



1 ant now or Intend to continue 
col labor at I ng with the facility on 
the research conducted while there. 

Strongly agree 
Agree 
Undecl ded 
Disagree 

Strongly disagree 
No response 



64* 
14* 
14* 
4* 

~4* 



74* 
23* 
3? 



100* 



100* 
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TABLE 28. GRANT PROPOSALS RESULTING FROM RESEARCH: 
Faculty Research Participation Program Evaluation 
Follow-Up Questionnaire, 1981 and 1982 



< 1 981 Respondents 
(1982 Respondents 



A. The research conduced during this 
appointment wll I scs of value In pre- 
paring grant propc;i-»a] s. 

Strongly agree 
Agree 
Undecl ded 
Disagree 

S-frdngly disagree 
No response 



* 28) 
" 31) 

1981 
Responsa 



50* 

n 

'1 

~7$ 



1982 
Response 



61* 
26* 
6* 
3* 

3? 



100* 



100* 



B. Have you submitted or plan to submit 
grant proposals as a result of your 
research with DOE? - 

Yes 

No 

No response 



C. If yes, to what agencies? 



64* 
32* 
4* 



100* 



Department of Energy 
National Science Foundation 
National Institutes of Health 11* 
Other 



66* 
?2* 



3* 



100* 



50* 
33* 



17* 



100? 



1 00* 



NOTE: Columns may not add to 100? due to numerical rounding. 
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TABLE 29. PRIMARY OBJECTIVE CITED rOR PARTICIPATING IN THE PROGRAM: 
Student Research Participation Program Evaluation • 
Entry Questionnaire, 1981 and 1982 

(1981 Respondents 3 38) * 
(1982 Respondents * 74) 

1981 1982 

.:_pc]jwy nhfftctivaa — Bflswuififl -BssBonss — 



1. To gain research experience 



53? 65* 



2. To gain further knowledge In my field 13$ 9* 

3. To aid me In making career decisions or 
meeting career goals 

4. To gain "hands-on" laboratory experience 5* 11* 

5. To apply knowledge gained In an academic 

setting 5% * 

6. To have a new learning experience and/or 

chat Isngtng work " 



7. To learn how a targe research faclt > «Y 
operates 



5* 3* 



8. To ttve In a different location and meet 

different people ™ 

9. To have sumsier snploytnent 3 * 

t 

10. To (earn hew to use nstf equipment and 

• new techniques 

11. To obtain col lege credit * 

M 

12. No response 

I 

TOTAL 



100* 100* 



^Categories of like responses to an open-ended survey question. 
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TJ81E 30, TOTAL OBJECTIVES CITED FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE PROGRAM: 
Student Research Participation Program Evaluation 
Entry Questionnaire, 1 981 and 1982 



(19B1 Respondents * 38) 
(1932 Respondents * 74) 

1981 ■ 1982 
Objectives^ Response** Response 0 

1, To gain research experience 28$ 29$ 

2, To gain further knowledge In my field 15$ 14$ 

3, To aid me In making career dec I s! on s or 

seating career goals 16? 11$ 

4, To meet peers and professionals with 

similar Interests 8$ 5$ 

5, To learn how a larga research facility 

operates 8$ 3$ 

6, To gain **hands«on w laboratory experience 6$ 7$ 

7, To apply knowledge gained In an academic 

setting 5$ 1$ 

8, To live In a different location and meet 

new people 4$ 3$ 

9, To have a new learning experience and/or ^\ 
chal lenglng work 3$ 2$ 

10, To have summer employment 3$, 9$ 

II* To learn how to use new equipment and 

new techniques - 1$ 4$ 

12, To obtain col lege credit 1$ 3$ 

13, To write and publish papers — 2$ 

14, Other ... — 2$ 

15, No response *f 



TOTAL 100$ 100$ 



a CategorIes of (Ike responses to an open-ended survey question, 
Represents 102 responses by 38 respondents, 

Represents 201 responses by 74 respondents, ~ 

^ d Less than ,05 pernen+* Oo 

NOTE: Columns may not add to 100$ due to numerical rounding. 
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TABLE 31. MEANS 8Y WHICH PARTICIPANT BECAME AWARE OF THE PROGRAM: 
Student Research Participation Program Evaluation 
t Entry Questionnaire, '1981 and 1982 

(1981 Respondents * 38) 
(1982 Respondents ■ 74) 

1 981 1 982 
Response^ Rasponseb 

"Bulletin board" literature 36?£ 29$ 

Campus recruiter 2$ — 

Former participant 1 lit • 15$ 

Head of department 13$ 11$ 

Major professor , 26$ 23$" 

Journal 2$ 1$ 

Other 9$ 21$ 

TOTAL 100$ 100$ 



Represents 53 responses by 38 respondents. 
^Represents 84 responses by 74 respondents. 

NOTE: Columns may not add to 100$ due to numerical rounding. 



/ 
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TABLE 32. PARTICIPANT EXPECTATIONS; 
Student Research Participation Program Evaluation 
Entry Questionnaire, 1981 and 1982' 

(1981 Respondents = 38) 
(1982 Respondents ■ 74) 

a 1 981 1 982 

Rfttpnnsft BfiSBPDSa. 



A. Have you had occasion to talk to a 
fellow student or faculty member who 
has participated In this program 
prev lously? 



Yes 39$ t 45$ 

No 61? 55* 



B. ; Did you know any members of +he 
facility staff before being 
selected for the program? 



C. The area of research for which your 
were chosen was youri 



;rlc 



Si 



100* 100$ 



Yes 5$ - 16$ 

No 95$ 84$ 



100$ 100$ 



First choice 63$ 68$ 

Second choice 8$ 20$ 

Other 29$ 8$ 

No response — — 4$ 



100$ 100$ 
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T7SIE 33. PROGRAM PREPARATION; 
Student Research Participation Progran Evaluation 
Entry Questionnaire* 1981 and i 982 

(1981 Respondents = 33) 
(1982 Respondents = 74) 



1981 
Response 



1982 
RftSQpnSQ 



A. Have you had any communication wltti 
your research mentor concerning the 
nature of the research' that you will be 



conducting?" 



Yes 

No : - 

No response 



71? 
29? 



64$ 
35$ 
1* 



100$ 



100$ 



B. Were a specific work plan and reading 
references provided to you by your 
research reenter In advance of the 
starting date? 

Yes 

\ No 



J 



37$ 
63$ 



46$ 
54$ 



100$ 



100$ 
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TffiLE 34% AREAS OF EXPERTISE PARTICIPANTS EXPECT TO GAIN FROM THE PROGRAM: 



Student Research Participation Progran Evaluation 
En+rv Questionnaire. 1981 and 1982 

C 1 931 Respondents = 38) 
(1982 Respondents » 74) 

1 981 1 982 
Ar**»c ni F*r»ftrtU«8 Rftsrmnsek ResoonseC 


Research and research techniques 


46* 


51$ 


Major subject 


14$ 


14$ 


Use of equipment 


13$ 




Practical appl Icatlons 


8$ 


12$ 


Independent work 


6$ 




Choices for careers In energy research 


6$' 


1$ 


Writing/publishing 


3$ 


2$ 


0tf»er 




1$ 


No response 


3$ 


3$ 


TOTAL 


100$ 


100$ 



a Categorfes of I tke responses to an open-ended survey question. 

^Represents 65 responses by 38 respondents. I 
Represents 102 responses by 74 respondents. 

NOTE: Colimns may not add to 100$ due to numerical roundtng. j 

I 




1981 AND 1982 STUDENT RESEARCH PARTICIPANT 
EXIT SURVEY TABLES 



94 



ERIC 



93 



TA3LE 35. PROGRAM PREPARATION: 
Student Research Participation Program Evaluation 
Exit Questionnaire, 1981 and 1982 



(1981 Respondents 
< 1 982 Respondents 



A. Prior to my arrival my research 
supervisor had contacted me. 

Strongly agree 
Agree - ~ 
Undecided 
01 say r as 

Strongly disagree 
No response 



85) 
74) 

1981 
Response 



22$ 
34? 

16$ 
24$ 
4$ 



1982 
Response 



32$ 
27$ 

18$ 
22$ 
1$ 



100$ 



100$ 



8. Research supervisors should contact 
students and provide them with 
written material about ffcelr research 
prior to their arrival. 



agree 



Strongly 
Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 

Strongly disagree 



78$ 
16$ 
4$ 
2$ 



80$ 
16$ 
3$ 
1$ 



100$ 



100$ 



C. My academic preparation for itiy research 
assignment was adequate. 

Strongly agree 31$ 

Agree 55$ 

Undecided 9$ 

01 sagree 4$ 

Strongly disagree 1$ 



26$ 
62$ 
5$ 
7$ 



100$ 



100$ 
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TASLE 36. ASSISTANCE IN MEETING PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS: 
Student Research Participation Program Evaluation 
Exit Questionnaire, 1981 and 1982 

(1981 Respondents - 85) 
(1982 Respondents « 74) 



x 



1981 1982 
Response Response 



A. My supervisor In the laboratory was 
available to guide or assist me. 



Strongly agree 53$ 55$ 

Agree 36$ 36? 

Undecided \ 4$ ' 4 5 

Disagree 5$ ■ 3 $ 

Strongly disagree 1$ 1? 

No Response ' 1$ 



i 00$ i>oo$ 



tit The orientation session was beneficial and 
interesting* 



C. The equipment and Information at my 
disposal were adequate to carry out 
my research assignment. 



NOTE; Columns may not add to 100$ due to numarical rounding. 



8$ 



Strongly agree 5$ 

Agree 41 $ 47$ 

Undecided 31# 23$ 

Disagree 12$ 14$ 

Strongly disagree 8$ 7$ 

No response 4$ 1$ 



101$ a 100$ 



Slrongly agree 51$ 46$ 

Agree 39$ 47$ 

Undecided 6$ 5$ 

Disagree 2% -*~ 

Strongiy disagree 1$ '$ 

No response 1$ ~~~ 



1 00$ 1 00$ 
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TABLE 37. SATISFACTION WITH ASSIGNMENT: 
Student Research Participation Program Evaluation 
Exit Questionnaire, 1,981 and 1982 

(1981 Respondents = 85) 
(1982 Respondents * 74) 



1981 
Response 



1982 
Response 



A. My research assignment was valuable 
to me. 

Strongly agree 
Agree 

A Undecided 
Dl sagree 

Strongly disagree 
No response 



62$ 

J 29$ 
, 5$ 



100? 



61$ 
36$ 

1$ 

7$ 

100$ 



B. My research assignment exceeded my 
expectations. 

Strongly agree 
Agree 

Undecided 1 
01 sagree 

Strongly disagree 



20$ 
33? 
18$ 
26$ 
4$ 



14$ 
45$ 

• 14$ 
24$ 

, 4$ 



100$ 



100$ 



C. My research assignment matched my 
Interest. 

Strongly agree 
Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 

Strongly disagree ' 



24$ 
48$ 
12$ 
15$ 



23$ 
55$ 
12$ 
7$ 
3$ 



100$ 



100$ 



(ContI nued) 



96 



TABLE 37. SATISFACTION WITH ASSIGN&CNT (Continued) 



C. The content of my assignment was 
Investigative and challenging. 

Strongly agree 
Agree 

Undecided s * 
S D| sagree *" 

Strongly disagree 



1981 
Response 



34? 
40? 
13? 

11* 
2? 



1982 
R&sponse 



31? 
51$ 
12$ 
5? 



£. The content of my assignment was Just 
a Job and at. times boding. /" 



agree 



Strongly 
Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree* 

Strongly disagree 



100? 



2? 
14? 
15? 
44? 
25?. 



100? 



3? 

7? 
16? 
54? 
20? 



100? 



100? 



NOTE: Columns may not add to 100? due to numerical rounding. 
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TABLE 38. HOUSING AND TRANSPORT AT ION i 
Student Research Partlclpatf on Program Evaiuatlon 
Exit Questionnaire, 1981 and 1982 

(1981 Respondents = 85) 
' * U982 Respondents = 74) 

* 

' 1 981 1 982 5~ 
Response _ BaSfifiOSa ■ 

A. Housing for an appointee ts a major 
drawback to acceptance. 

. Strongly agree ' 7$ .7$ 

^ Agree ,14? 9$ 

Undecided 19$ 27* 

Disagree 42? 47$ 

Strongly disagree 1 3% 5$ 

No Response ' 5$ '4$' 



100$ 100$ 

B. Housing for an appointee Is no more 
difficult than one would expect for 
\y the average short-term stay In a ne* 
location, 

( Strongly agree ' 13* -5$ 

Agree 54* ■ 50$ 

Undecided 19? ' i 

Disagree 9$ ^ 12$ 

Strongly disagree 2$ 1$ 

f No response 2$ j ■ 7% 



V 



100$ ' 100$ 



C. Advanced communications from 0RAU 
about housing were frank from ftte 
beginning of thejDffer. 



Strongly agree 13$. 12$ 

Agree - 49$ ^ 45$ 

Undecided 18$ 19$ 

Disagree 11$ 15$ 

Strongly disagree 7$ 5$ 

No response 2$ 4$ 



100$ 100$ 



<Contl nued) 
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■ TABLE 38. HOUSING AND TRANSPpRTATION '(Continued) 

1981 1982 ; 

Respdnse _ RftSpQnse 

D. Advance ccmmun I cations frcffl DRAU about 
housing minimised problens actually 
encountered- * ' 

/ .Strongly* agree 7$ , 8? 

* Agree. ' 4056 34$ 



Dndeclded ' ■ . 26J6 - '38? 

Disagree 21$ 7$ 

Strongly disagree' 4$ 8? 

No response 2$ 5$ 



*«G$ * 100? 

E. Transportation was less of a problem 
than I anticipated. 

Strongly agnee 14$ " 4? 

\ Agree ' ■ J52$ ^ 50$ 

v ' Undecided •■ V 11$ 'm 

- Disagree 15$ 9$ 

SVoegiyxdlsagree 7$ 7$ 

No response 1$ 4$ 



1 00? ,1 00$ 



V 



.fKTE: Col iimns may fct add'to 1<00$ due to numerical rounding. 



J 
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'T/eiE 39. PROGRAM IMPACTS: 
Student Research Partlct patton Program Evaluation 
ExIt Questionnaire, 1 9St and 1982 



<t981 Respondents =85) 
(1982 Respondents - J4> 



' \ ■ ~ 

A. As a- result of my training, I received 
Indepth background for a major senior ■ 
year course or an honors course ,or paper. 



1981 

.Response. 



Strongly agree 
Agree { 
Undecidej 
Disagree 

Strongly disagree 
No respof 



9' 

B. My' assignment Increased my desire to 
go to graduate school. ^ 

■ Strongly agree 
Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 

Strongly disagree 
No response 



15* 
29* 
22* 



y 22% 

I 21* 

( 11* 

' * 1? 



100* 



25* 
32* 
28* 
12* 
2* 
1* 



1982 
.R esponse 



/ 



27* 
35* 
16* 
18* 
3* 
1* 



100* 



15* 
51* 
23* 
8* 
\% 
1* 



C. As a result of my participation in this 
, program I may consider a career with DOE. 

Strongly agree 
Agree 

Undecided t& 
Disagree 

Strongly disagree 
No response 



100* 



12* 
25* 
36* 
18* 
8* 
I* 



100* 



12* 
41* 
35? 
5* 
7* 



100? 



100* 



NOTE: Columns may not add to 100* due to numerical rounding. 
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TABLE 40. PLANS AFTER COLLEGE GRADUATION: 
Student Research Participation Program Evaluation 
Exit Questionnaire, 1961 and 1982 



(1981 Respondents - 85). 
< 1982 Respondents * 74) 



Plans After College Graduation 



1961 
Response 



1962 * 
Response . 



Go to graduate school In an energy-rel'sted 

area ' 32$ 

Go to graduate school In a nonenergy- 

re! ated area ^ 33$ 

Go to medical (or other professional) school . 24$ 

Begin u career In an energy-related area 4$ 

Begin a career In a noneneffgfreiated area 2JC 

Other , 6$ 

TOTAL ' 100$ 



34$ 

32$ 
( 18$ 
4$ 
3$ 
9$' 

100$' 



NOTEj Columns may not add to 100$ due to numerical rounding. 



102 
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TfflU 41 . HIGHEST DEGREE, PARTICIPANTEXPECTS TO RECEIVE; 
Student Research Parti clpatl oncogram Evaluation 
Exit Questionnaire, 1981 and'1982 - 
* 

(1981 Respondents ~ 85) 
(1982 Respondents** 74) 



1 981 1 982 

Highest Daaree Expected BflSOOOSfi RflSPtinSfl, 

5*$ 55* 
L 11* 

18* 26* 

n 1* 

11* ' 5* 

— ' 1* 



NOTEt Columns may not add to 100? due to numerical rounding^ 



100? 100* 



t i 1 
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TABLE 42. MAJOR VALUE OF PROGRAM* 
* Student Research-Participation Progran Evaluation 



4*. \ 



Exit Questionnaire, 1981 and 1982 

< 1 981 Respondents * 85) 
(1982 Respondents * 74) 



'Major VaiUft of Program^ * 



1981 
RQsoonse b . 



1982 ■. 



1. 
2. 

s 

3. 
4* 
'5, 
6. 
7. 
8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 
13. 



Provides research experience 

Exposure to scientific research In a - 
nonecaoeujic environment 

'Association wl.th people who are i&ucated 
and experienced tn the field 

Provides the ppportunlty to took at K 
career possibilities 

Al Iow£ participant to team about a 
specific ffeld 

9 

Provides the opportunity to see how a 
government research facility works 

Provides the^oppor-tunl% to Work ._ ... 
with the latest research equipment 
■ 

Allows the participant to work 
Independently on an entire research 
project or paper 

Teaches the participant different * 
research procedures and laboratory 
techniques 

Provides the opportunity to I Ive 
Independently 

Allows the participant to apply knowledge 
learned In an academic setting 

Other 

No response, 



TOTAL 



> 



26* 
2.1* 
12f 
12f 
6* 
5% 

■ * 

/ 

4* 

.4* 
2$ 

1? 

100SS 



31* 
19* 
16$ 
10* 
2* 
1% 
656 ' 

'1* 

' 2* 
1* 
% 

1* 

100* 



a CategorIes of like responses .to an open-ended survey question, 
ERIC b RSpresents 138 responses by 85 respondents. 
MwirfnTitin CR$p Pesen ts 124 responses t^y 74 respondents. 1Q4 
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TABLE 43. SUGGESTIONS TO INCREASE WE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE PROGRAM: 
Student Research Participation Program Evaluation 
Exit Questionnaire, 1981 and 1982' 

(1981 Respondents ■ 85) . 
(1982 Respondents * 74) 

* 

Suggestions to Increase 1981 1982 
Program Eff ftctlvenessg RQSPQUBe 0 RflSpQnSfl c 



Increase communication, between student 

and his/her supervisor prior to the 

starting date In order to IjeJp'the . 

student prepare for the tasks awaiting * 

him/her 3 # 24 * 



2, Increase the level of supervision by 
ORAU over the supervisors In the 
participating facilities to ensure that 

' students will have actual research to 
conduct . 

3, Provide more Information about research 
programs and faci I Itles 'both within and 
outside the department where the 
student U working 

4, Provide more opportunities for the 
participating students to communicate 

' with each other and share their research 
experiences 



16* 9? 



13* "* 



9$ .8? 



5. Improve student housing and/or ' '^j ^ 
transportation situation both In Oak i 7 < 
Ridge and elsewhere 17 * 

6. -Provide more accurate matching of 

students' skills or Interests with the ■ 

asslgnaentsjhey L_are_g_lven_ ^ 8? ^ 8> 



7. Expand advertisements of program to a 
larger audience, Including publicity x 
for lesser'known divisions and 
facilities 

8, Increase the number cf weeks In the 
progran from ten to -twelve or ■ 

' fourteen * , 

(Continued) 



4% 7$ 



3% 2$ 
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miE 43. SUGGESTIONS TD INCREASE THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE PROGRAM (Continued) 



Suggestions to Increase 
Program p ± act! yaiiess* 



^ 9, Increase communication between research 
mentor and student regarding the 
progress and problems of -the project 
In which the student Is working 

10. Increase communication be-tween DRAU 
and student participants, Including 
earlier notification of student's , 
acceptance -flhd Infcr*matIon about the 
facility prior to student's arrival 

11. Other 



TOTAL 



1981 

Response**. 



1982 
jtajjpemseC 



4JJ 



100$ 



5? 



100? 



a CategorIes of like responses to an open-ended survey question. 
Represents' 91 responses by 72 respondents. Thirteen respondents tgd 
no suggest I onsJ • t " • 

Represents 66 Responses by 54 respondents. Twenty respondents had no 

suggestions. / , 
NDTE: Columns may not add to 100$ due to nunerlcal rounding. 
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1981 AND t982 RESEARCH MENTOR 
SURVEY" TABLES 
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TABLE 44. PREPARATION PROVIDED TO RESEARCH *€NTOR: 
Student Research Participation Progratit Evaluation 
Research Mentor Questlonnal re", 1981 ana 1982 

(1981 Respondents - 79) 
< 1962 Respondents - 58) 



A. Was It clear to you as to what your, 
role as a research mentor entailed? 



1981 1982 
Response. Response. 



Yes 90? . ' 9 2 

No .10* ' 2 

No response — 2> 



100? 100$ 



B. Was the general Information you received 
about jtfte Student Research Participation- 
Program adequate? 



Yes 

No 

No response' 



c. Was a copy of the student's file made 
aval i afc>l e to you In advance? 

Yes 
No 



86? ' 83? 

13? * 16? 
1? 2? 



100? ' . 100? 



91? 86* 
9? 14? 



100? 1001 



NOTE: Columns may not add to .100? due to numerical rounding. 



r 
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TmiE 45. AMOUNT OF ADVANCE NOTICE OF STUDENT ASSIGNMENT: 
Student Research Participation Progrm Evaluation 
Research Mentor Questionnaire, 1981 and 1982 

U981 Respondents - 79) 
(1982 Respondents = 58) 



Amount of, Advance. Wot Ice 


1981 
Rasnpns** 


1982 
Response 


Less than one week 


5$ 


3$ 


One to two weeks 


4? 




Three weeks 


&% 


12$ 


One month 


29$ 


28$ 


Two months 


•39* 


36$ 


Three months 


1036 


9$ 


Four months 


5* 


3$ 


No advance notice given 




2$ 


TOTAL 


100$ 


100$ 



/ 
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TABLE 46. PREPARATION MADE FOR PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS: 
Student Research Participation Program Evaluation 
Research Mentor Questionnaire, 1981 and 1982 

(1981 Respondents s 79) 
< 1982 Respondents =* 58) 

198^ 1982 
RespQ iiRfl Response. 

A. Old you write or talk to the student 
In advance about the nature or content 
of possible research participation 
assignments? 



Yes 

No 



67* ' 64* 

33* 36* 



100*. 100* 



B. Was a specific topic of work planned 
and reading references provided In 
advance of the starting date? 



Yes 
No 



56* 69* 
44* 31*. 



too*' 100* 
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TABLE 47. REASONS FOR PARTICIPANT SELECTION: 
Student Research Participation Program Evaluation 
Research Mentor Questionnaire, 1981 and 1982 



( 1981 Respondents » 


79) 




(1982 Respondents = 


58) * 






1981 


1982 


Reasons for Partlctoant Seiectlon 9 _ 


Resoonsab 


Resoonse 


Academic record 


25$ 


* 28? 


Background In subject 


24$ 


• 

27% 


Indicated Interest 


23% 


18? 


Recommen da t i ons 


16$ 


10$ 


Total file 






Only participant available 


2% 


1$ 

** 


Did not select participant 


7$ 


5$ 








Other 


3$ 


4% 


No response 


1* 


3$ 


TOTAL 


100$ 


100$ 



a 0ategor!es of tike responses to an open-ended survey question. 
^Represents 116 responses by 79 respondents* 
Represents 96 responses by 58 respondents. 

NOTE: Columns may not add to 100$ due to numerical rounding* 
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T/BLE 48. SATISFACTION. WITH PARTICIPANT: 
Student Research Participation Program Evaluation 
Research Mentor Questlpnnal re, 1981 and 1982 



(1981 Respondents 
(1982 Respondents 



A, Was the qual fty of the participant 
const stenT with your expectations 
as Judged by the application? 

Ves 
No 

No response 



79) 
58) 

1981 
Response. 



91 % 
5$ 
4$ 



100? 



1982 
Response^ 



93* 
100$ 



B. Have you supervised other participants? 

Yes 
No 

No response 



62$ 
38? 



66$ 
33* 
.2* 



100? 



100* 



a If yes, how did the quality of the work 
of -this student compare with ftie work 
done by others? 

Superior 

Average 

Poor 



59$ 
37$ 
4$ 



55$ 
45$ 



100? 



100$ 



NOTE: Columns may not add to 100$ due to numerical .rounding. 
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TffiLE 49. RATING OF PARTICIPANT'S PERFORMANCE: 
Student Research Participation Program Evaluation 
Research Mentor Questionnaire, 1981 and 1982 

(1981 Respondents - 79) 
(1982 Respondents 3 58) 



Rati no of . Part I ei I pant ' s Performance . 
Superior 
Above average 
Average 
Be low averge 
Poor 

No response 
TOTAL 



1981 
Response 



48$ 

11$ 
3$ 



100$ 



1982 
.JtflSponse. 



50$ 
40$ 
9$ 



2$ 



100$ 



NOTE: Columns may not add to 100$ due to numerical rounding. 
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TABLE 50. INFLUENCE OF RESEARCH EXPERIENCE ON STUDENTS 1 ATTITUDE 
TOWARD RESEARCH OR CAREER GOALS: 
Student Research Participation Program Evaluation 
Research Mentor Questlonnal re, 1981 and 1982 i 

(1981 Respondents 2 79) 
(1982 Respondents » 58) 



A. Dc^you know whether* the research 
experience toad any Influence on the 
student's attitude toward research 
or his/her career goals? 

Yes 
No 

No response ' 



1981 

Response. 



58$ 
42? 



1982 
Response. 



48* 
45$ 
7$ 



100$ 



100$ 



B. 



Influence of Research Experience 1981 
nn A-W-hide ^ T^ard Research/CareSE-Goa l S a -BeSpOnSfl 0 . 



1. Plans to pursue graduate study 
and/or career I n program area \ n wh I ch 
student was assigned 

2. Deveiopec Increased research and/or 
technical skills as a result of 
participation' In the program 

3. Interest In research was Intensified 

4. Other 



52$ 

22$ 
20$ 
7$ 

100$ 



1962 
RpgponsaC. 



36$ 

36$ 
18$ 
11$ 

100$ 



^Categories of like responses to an open-ended survey question. 
Represents responses by 46 respondents who Indicated "yes" In Part ft 

CRepi^ssents responses by 28 respondents who Indicated "yes" In Part A % 
of this table. 

NOTE: Columns way not add to 100$ due to numerical rounding. 
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T/BLE 51 . STUDENT BENEFITS FROM RESEARCH ASSIGNf£NT: 
Student Research Participation Program Evaluation 
Research Mentor Questionnaire, I9£h and 1982 

< 1 981 Respondents = 79) 
<1982 Respondents = 58) ' 

1981 1982 
Student Benefits f roflLRflsearch Asslnnman-t-a R asponseb Response^ 

t. Experience In working In a research 

env I ronment 28? 34? 

\ 

2. tise of equipment and techniques not 

available on student's college campus 21? t 33?, 

i 

3. More detailed knowledge srtd skill In the 

specific subject studied 20JS 11? 

4. Application of Knowledge learned In an \ 
academic sett! nq 

5. Experience of performing Individual 

^ - experiments In a chosen subject 6? 4? 

6. Exposure to a research facility *$ 4? 

7. Aid In making decisions regarding career 

and/or gradiate school 3? 5? 

8. Interaction with professional scientists 

and peers with similar Interests 3? I? 



9. Other 

10. No response + 4% 2$ 



TOTAL 100? 100? 



a CategorIes of like response^to an open-ended survey , question* 
Represents 107 responses by (9 respondents. 
Represents 83 responses 58 respondents* 

> NOTEt Columns may not add to" 100? due to numerical rounding. 
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TAB IE 52. " EWERST TECHNOLOGTmWININ&r — ; 
Student Research Participation Program Evaluation 
Research Mentor Questionnaire, 1981 and 1982 

(1981 Respondents ■ 79) 
(1982 Respondents - 58) 



The student participant was trained In 
advanced energy technologies white at the 
facll Ity. 



1981 1982 " 

Response BfiSRODSfi. 



S+roiigly agree 11? 12? 

Agree 33? V$ 

Undecided 16? 14$ 

Disagree .23* 28? 

Strongly disagree 13? 17? 

No response 4? 5? 

100? 100? 



ERIC 
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TABLE 53. RESEARCH MENTOR BENEFITS FROM THE" PROGRAM: 
Student Research Participation Program Evaluation 
Research Mentor Questionnaire, 1981 and 1982 

C1981 Respondents * 7-9) 
< 1982 Respondents - 58) 



'1981 
Response 



A. M/ experience of being a research mentor 
was a rewarding one. 

Strongly agree 42$ 

Agree 46? 

Undecided 9$ 

Disagree ^ 4$ 

Strongly disagree -— 



1982 

Response. 



36$ 
57$ 
7$ 



100$ 



100$ 



B. { have gained new teaching skills as a 
result of supervising this student. - ^ 

Strongly agree 
Agree 
Undecided 
DI sagree 

Strongly di sagree ' 
No response 



6$ 
38$ 
34$ 
18$ 
1$ 
3$ 



12$ 
40$ 
29$ 
17$ 

"5 



100$ 



100$ 



C. I have gained experience In dealing with 
personnel as a result of this supervisory 
experience. 

Strongly agree 
Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 

Strongly disagree 



6$ 
66$ 
15$ 
9$ 
3? 



12$ 
55$ 
21$ 
12$ 



100$ 



100$ 



(Continued) 
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TA9LE 53. RESEARCH MENTOR BENEFITS FROM THE PROGRAM (Continued) 



D.^ My research Jias moved faster with 
the aid of this student than It would 
have without his/her assistance. 

Strongly agree 

Agree 

Undecided 

, - Disagree 

Strongly agree^ 



1.981 • 
Response^ 



46? 
39$ 

11* 
3* 

1* 



1982 f 
_Respon/e 



43$ 
41$ 
10$ 
5$ 



100$ 



E. I would be willing to Supervise another 
student participant In the future. 

Strongly agree 
Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 

Strongly disagree 



48$ 
46$ 
6$ 



100$ 



100$ 



50$ 
45$ 
5$ 



100$ 



NOTE i Columns may not add to 100$ due to numerical rounding. 
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T*BL_E'54, PROGRAM EFFECTS ON FACILITY STAFF: 
Student Research Parti cTpatloTrProgram Evaluation 
Research Mentor Questionnaire^ 198t and 1982 

(198t Respondents * 79) 
(1982 Respondents * 58) 



1981 1982 
Program Effects on Facility Staff a Response^ RegprinseC 

1* The student's work at lowed us to complete 
or get nearer to completion on a project 

on which we were currently working 37£. 34? 

2* The student's enthusiasm, acted as a 

stimulus to our .group 18? 13jf 

3, The student'^work allowed us to do 
research In an -area In which we were 

Interested but unable to pursue U% H% 

4, Interaction with the student gave the 

group new Insights 9% 6$ 

5, Positive effect 5$ 11* 

6, Provided research mentor experience In 1 
teaching ' * \% 5% 

7, Other 8J( 5% 

8, Negative effect due to the time Involved f 

In supervising and training the student -J— ' 3£ 

9, _ No effect on faculty staff 4$ 5* 
10. No response 8$ 5% 



100$ 100$ 



fl Categories of tike responses to an open-ended survey question, 
^Represents 93 responses by 79 respondents. 
Represents 64 responses by 58 respondents* 

NOTE; Columns may not add to 100? due to numerical rounding. 

s, 



Us 
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TABLE .55. FACILITY RESEARCH PROGRAM bENEFITS FROM THE PARTICIPANT: 
Student Research Participation Progran Evaluation 
Research Mentor Questionnaire, V981 and- 1982 

■ ' U981 Respondents * 79) 

U982 Respondents * 58) 



1 98t 1 982 

Response \ BaSflflQSfl. 



A. The research program at the facility has 
benefited from contrf buttons of this 
student participant, 



Strongly agree 42$ 40$ 

Agree ' 52$ 53$ 

Undecided -4$ 3} 

Disagree 1$ 2$ 

Strongly disagree , 1$ *~~ 

No response -— ■- 2$ 



100$ 100$ 



B. The student participant brought new 
Ideas and approaches to the research 
group. 



Strongly agree 6$ 7$ 

Agree 40$ 38$ 

Undecided 28$ 26$ 

Disagree 19$ 26$ 

Strongly disagree 5$ 3| 

No response 1$ ^ 2$ 



100$ -100$ 



C. The Intel lectuel climate of the research 
group was strengthened by the presence 
of this student participant. 



Strongly agree 10$ 12$ 

Agr^e 51$ 43$ 

UndecLded 22$ 29$ 

Disagree 15$ 12$ 

Strongly disagree 3$ 2$ 

No response 2$ 



100$ 100$ 



(ContI nuad) 
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TABLE 55. FACILITY RESEARCH PROGRAM BENEFITS FROM THE PARTICIPANT (Continued) 



1981' 
.BflSftOjlsa- 



D. The contributions of +h I s student 

participant have resulted l(i additional 
publications) from the facility. 



100)5 



1982 
. Response 



Strongly agree 


8* 


3$ 


Agree 


32* 


36$ 


Undecided 


34$ 


43* 


Disagree 


25* 


16$ 


.Strongly disagree 


1$ . 


"5 


No response 





too? 



NOTE: Columns may not add to IDOjS due to numerical rounding. 



/ 
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TASilE 56. MAJOR VALUE OF PROGRAMj 
Student Research Partlcl patlon .Program Evaluation" 
Research tfentor Questionnaire, t£8l and 1582 - 

j 

(1981 Respondents * 79)* 
< 19JB2 Respondents * 58) 



Ma jar Val ua_6f .Programs 



1981 
Response^ 



1982 / 



I. Provides tft* student with practical 
experience In a large research 
organization * 

2* ProvFdes an understanding of *hat a 

research career tn "tfrs student 1 s chosen 
* field wotHd 'ental I 

3* The opportunity for Interaction between 
professionals and students 

4. Exposure to new techniques and equipment 

5. 1 The -Initial tralnfng of future scientists 

6* Valuable assistance Is provided to the - 
research mentor 

7# A chance for the student to explore the 
o npn-acadesn I c environment, * 

Hi ProvJcles a meaningful learning experience 
r ofor the student 

9- Stimulates research mertors to explore 
net* areas of ,rese$rcij 

10* Opportunity to teach on a one-to-one 
basts 



If* Other 

12* No response 

TOTAL 



/ 



365? 
17* 

6% 

6$ 

5$ 

5% 

4% 

1% 
2% 
4% 



'43% 

18JE 

4% ~ 
4? 
. 3$ 

12Sf 
1? 

1* 



1003! 



too* 



a Categorles of like responses to an open-ended survey question. 
Represents 108 responses by 79 respondents. 
c Represents 74 responses by. 58 respondents. 

NOTE: Columns rrtoy not add to t00# due to numerical rounding^ 



122 

TABLE 57. SUGGESTIONS TO INCREASE PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS: 
Student Research Participation Program Evaluation 
—Research Mentor Questionnaire, 1981-and-t^82_ — 

< 1 981 Respondents - 79) 
(1982*Respondents ■ 58) 

1981 1982 
Sug gestions to Increas e Program Fffac-rlvenassa . Response* 1 ReSpQf] S 6< 

1. Extend the length of the appointment or 

allow repetition In future summers 3l£ 18? = 

2» identify research topics early In order 

to match than to student Interests 16$ 12$ 

3. Provide* more participants 8$ 6$ 

4* Provide research mentor with more 
Information Sbout the program and/or 

particular student assigned 8$ 3$ 

5. Research mentor should have contact 

with student prior .to his/her assignment 8$ 18$ 

6. Arranger closer housing or aid students 

In locating housing 6$ 12$ 

?• Screen mentors carefully 4$ 3$ 

8» Expose students to mere than one area 

of research 4$ 3$ 



9* Place less emphasis on.grades and more 
,on overal I qualifications 



4$ 3$ 



10* More advance notice td" research mentor 

of student 1 s acceptance 2$ 15$ 

IK Increase advert! sement of the progran — 3$ 

12. Other # 4 ' .6$ 

TOTAL 10 °* " 10 °* 



^Categories of like responses to ^n open-ended survey question. 
^Represents 49 responses- by 4 respondents* Thirty-five respondents 
had no suggestions* 

Represents 3f responses by 30 respondents* Twenty-el $it respondents 
had no suggestions* 

NOTE: Columns may not add to 100$ due to numerical rounr^ng. 
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TABLE 58. PUBLICATIONS AND SEMINARS RESULTING FROM PROGRAM PARTICIPATE: 
Student Research Participation Program Evaluation 
Foj low-Up Que stlonnal re , 1981 and 1982 

(1981 Respondents = 79) 
(1982 Respondents - 58) 



1981 1982 
; Response . . Response 



A. f am author, co-author, or my assistance 
has been acknowledged In a scientific 
publication. 



Yes 21$ 30$ 

No 79? 70$ 



100$ 100$ 

B. I have presented a seminar. 

Yes 61$ 50$ 

No 39$ 50$ 

100$ 100$ 
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TMtZ 59. IWACT OF PROGRAM ON CAREER GOALS: 
Student Research Participation Program Evaluation 
Fol low-Up Questionnaire, 1981 and 1982 



^g^~ RS§ p Sfmjrr5 ^^- 

(1982 Respondents - 58) 

1981 1982 
_ I m pac t ProQ'-q m nn career Goais a __ Rflspnnsft , Rflsponse 

1, Intend to pursue a career In research 30$ 13* 

2, Intend to enter graduate school to 
study seme subject areas as my program 

assignment 30 * 535 

3, Changed my major to the subject area of 

my program assignment ^ 15* 

4, Increased educational/employment ^ 
opportunities as a result of research 

exper I ence * * 

5, Have accepted a position In a research 

I aboratory * 



6. Decided not to pursue a career In 
research 

7. No response 
TOTAL 



3* 10* 
21* 3? 



100* 1 



a Categorles of like responses to an open-ended survey question. 
NOTE: Colufiiis may not add to 100* due to numerical rounding. 
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APPENDIX A 
SURVEY INSTRUMENTS 



/ 



FACULTY -RESEARCH PARTICIPATION PROGRAM EVALUATION 
FACULTY PARTICIPANT - EKTRY 



NAME: UNIVERSITY/ COLLEGE: 



FACILITY: DATES OF APPOINTMENT" 



FACILITY RESEARCH COLLABORATOR: DATE; 



In order to improve the operation of the Research Participation program and to 
better meet the needs of participants and DOE Laboratories » we ask you to respond 
briefly to these questions: 



Please 11st in order of importance your objectives for partic- 
ipating in the faculty research participation program: 

A. 



B. 
C. 



Have you participated in this or another similar research partic- 
ipation program before this appointment? 



Yes 



No 



If Yes, give the name of the organization and briefly describe 
the experience: 



3. 



Is your research project at the facility an expansion of present 
or past work of your own? 



Yes 



No 



4. How did you become aware of this program? 

A. "Bulletin board" literature 

B. Campus recruiter 

C. Former participant f 

D. . Head of my department. 

E. journal 

F. Other (define) 



12b 



FOR OFFICIAL 
USE ONLY 



1. 
2. 
3. 



4. 



Did you receive Support from your department head to 
proceed with this venture? 

-Yes- -No ~. — 



6, Old you know any of the members of the facility staff 
before applying for the program. 



Yes . No 



7, How many students (approximately) do you teach in an 
academic year? 

Graduate Undergraduate 



8, Do you anticipate using facility equipment that you do 
\not have access to on campus? 



Yes No 



9, Do you anticipate that this experience will provide 
additional expertise that you do not now have? 



Yes * No 



10. Do you expect to contribute expertise that is not avail 
able at the facility? 



Yes No 



11. Do you anticipate research collaboration with the DOE 
facility after your present appointment has expired? 



Yes No 
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FACULTY RESEARCH PARTICIPATION PROGRAM EVALUATION 
FACULTY PARTICIPANT - EXIT 



KAKS: ' UNIVERSITY/COLLEGE: 



FACILITY: DATES OF APPOINTMENT: 



FACILITY RESEARCH COLLABOFiATOR DATE; 

In order to improve the operation of the Research Participation program and to 
better meet the needs of participants and DOE Laboratories, we ask you to respond 
briefly to these questions; 



1. Research title; {Please write a brief summary of your 
research accomplishments-item #21.) 



2. Were you engaged in energy research prior to this appointment? 
Yes 'No 

3. Do you intend to continue research in energy on campus? 

Yes - No 

4. Have you or do you expect to receive a grant or contract from 

• the DOE facility for work on your campus?- *\ 



Yes 



Ho 



5. Did you establish a research plan in consultation with your 
contact at the DOE facility prior to your appointment? 



Yes 



No 



5. If so> was the plan followed? 

Yes NA (,n0' plan) No 

Please elaborate: 



FOR OFFICIA 
USE ONLY 

1. 



2. 



3. 



4. 



S. * 



7. Were the outcomes of this appointment consonant with your 
expectations? 



!RIC 



Yes 



No 
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6. 



S, 'How can the effectiveness of operation of this program be 
increased? 



9. In your opinion, what is the major value of this program? 



FOR OFF 1 C 
l>££ OKI 

7. 

8. 

S. 



ID. 
11. 
12. 



Please answer the following group of questions by circling the number tha 
sponds to your degree of agreement or disagreement with each statement 

10. I have learned energy technologies unfamiliar to me prior to my 
participation in the program. 

5 "4 3 2 1 



at corre- 



13, 



I 

Strongly 

Agree 



Agree 



Undecided 



Disagree 



11 , I used equipment not'available on campus. 

* *• 3 m 2 

i i » i 



Strongly 
Agree 



i 



Agree 



Undecided 



T 



Disagree 



Strongly 
Disagree 



Strongly 
Disagree 



12, Being away from the university allowed me to accomplish more 
research than I would have if I had spent the time on campus- 



Agree 



Undecided 



Disagree 



Strongly 
Di sagree 



Strongly 
Agree , 

13, I recommend a similar experience for any interested graduate student 

5 4 3 2 1 



r 



Strongly 
Agree 



Agree 



Undecideti 



Di sagree 



-i 



Strongly 
Disagree 



14, 



15, 



16. 



* uuenc to pursue addi t.i"onal -research in the same genera"! area, 

5 * 3 2 I 



Strongly 
Acree 



Agree 



Undecided 



Disagree 



Strongly 
Disagree 



I recommend this program to other interested faculty mesbcrs. 

5 «• 3 2 i 



Strongly 
Agree 



Agree 



j 



Undecided 



Disagree 



Strongly 
Disagree 



IS. My original objectives were fulfilled in the course of the research 
experience. 

\ 5 ' n 3 2 i 

I ! , i i _j 



Strong! y 
Agree 



Agree 



Undecided ' Disagree 



Strongly 
Disagree 

s 

17. Interactions with the researchers at the facility were enriching, 
s * ' «• 3 ' 2 "1 

H 



Strongly 
Agree 



Agree Undecided Disagree 

IS. Funds provided for this program were adequate. 



3 



Strongly 
Agree 



Agree 



Undecided 



Di sagree 



Strongly 
Disagree 



19* Housing was satisfactory, 
5 u 

1 ! _ 



Agree 



2 



Undecided 



Disagree 



Strongly 
Disagree 



Strongly 
Disagree 



Strong! y 
Agree 

20. The facility personnel were helpful during my orientation period* 

3 2 a 



Strongly 
Agree 



■ 

Agree 



2 



Undecided 



Disagree 



— i 

Strongly 
Disagree 



17, 



12. 



20. 



21. 



22. 



23. 



-over- 
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RJC 



*/i//inr rp^arch accomplishments; 
21. Please write a brief summary of your researcn 



) 



■ t 
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FACULTY RESEARCH PARTICIPATION PROGRAM EVALUATION 
RESEARCH COLLABORATOR - FOLLOW-UP . 



KAKE: : CENTER: ^_ 

FACULTY PARTICIPANT: DATE: 

DATES OF APPOINTMENT: UNIVERSITY: 



1, Title of participant's research: 



2. Title(s) of actual or planned publications based on participant's research: 
(Please include journal citations.) 



3. Seminars or other presentations based on participant's research; 
Ti tl e : Date : Occasion : 



4. Participant's accomplishments and contributions to ongoing work 
at the center. 



5. In your opiniqn, what is the major value of this program? 



FOR OFFICIAL 
USE ONLY 

1-2. 



3-4. 
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How can the effectiveness of operation of this- program be 
increased? 



FOR OFFICIAL* 
USE ONLY 

'5-6. 



Please answer the following questions by circling the number that corresponds 
to your level of agreement or disagreement with each statement: 



7. The research program at the facility has benefitted frorfi contri- 



butions of this faculty member. 
5 <4 3 



+ 



Strongly 
Agree 



Agree 



Undecided Disagree 



4 

Strongly 
Disagree 



S, I expect to continue collaborative association with this faculty 
participant. ' , * 

5 u 3 2 a . 



Strongly 
Agree 



Agree 



+ 



j 



Undecided Disagree 



Strongly 
Disagree 



9, - The faculty participant brought creative ideas and approaches to 
the facility. 1 , ' + 

5 u 3 . 2 1 

1 ■ i i : 1 I 



Strongly 
Agree 



Agree 



Undecided Disagree 



Strongly 
Disagree 



10, The intellectual clitnate^of the research group was strengthened by 
the presence of this faculty participant, 

5 * it 3 2 ^ 1 



Strongly 
Agree 



1 Agree 



+ 



Undecided Disagree 



Strongly 
Disagree 



lit J The* faculty participant was trained 1n advanced energy technologies 
while at the facility, 

$ 4 3 2 l 



Strongly 
Agree 



Agree 



Undecided Disagree 



Strongly 
, Disagree 



7. 



8, 



9. 



10. 



11. 



RIC 



13; 



12. The contributions frog this faculty participant will result in 
additional publications) from the facility. 

5 *t v 3 2 J J 

k 1 i— \ ; 1 , ■ 

Strongly ' Agree Undecided Disagree . \ Strongly 

Agree - ' Disagree 

13. Faculty, participants contribute to accomplishing the mission 
of the facility. 

5 3 2 " 1 a 

1 I * 1- — I i — i 

Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree \ Strongly 

Agree , * . y Disagree 

14. The rapport between this facility and the faculty member\*s univer- 
sity has been expanded as a r&sult of his/her participation. 

5 U ' 3 2-1 

' I — f i 1 H — : i 

Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly 

^gree — * * * Disagree 

* * 

15. My experience of being a research collaborator was a rewarding 
one. 

5 k \ 3 2 1 

\ i ■ — 4 — : 1— -H 

Strongly s Agree - Undecided Disagree Strongly 

Agree . Disagree , 

■ ■ ■ 

16. I have gained new knowledge as a result of collaboration 
s this faculty member. 

5 *♦ 3 2 * - J 

I — h i 1 1 

Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly 

Agi^ee* * ~ . ■ Disagree 

17. I feel this faculty participant could be a useful contractor 
for^DOE. * 

s * 3 *■ 2- j 

V i * i — M ■ — H , 

Strongly Agree ■ Undecided Disagree-, Strongly 

Agree • -\ ■ Disagree 

18. I am willing to supervise another faculty member. 

5 * 3 2 ,1 

I ! H 1 H : : — L 

Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly • 

** Agree Disagree 
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19, 



My research has moved much faster with the aid of the faculty 
participant than it would have without his/her assistance. 

S ** 3 2 1 



Strongly 
Agree 



Agree 



undecided 



1 

Disagree 



1 

Strongly 

Disagree 



20, The faculty participant contributed expertise that is not 
available at the facility, 

5 4 3 2 1 

+ 



Strongly 
Agree 



Agree 



Undecided 



Disagree 



Strongly 
Disagree 



21. Have you or do u intend to give the participant a grant or 
contract to continue his/her research? * 



Yes 



NO 



FOR OFF'CIAI 
USE ONLY 
19. 



20. 



21 



Complete and return form to: 



Oak Ridge Associated Universities 
University Programs 

Faculty Research Participation Program 

P.O. Box 117 

Oak Ridge, TN 37830 

(615)576-3424 

FTS 626-3424 



ERIC 
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FACULTY RESEARCH PARTICIPATION PROGRAM EVALUATION 
FACULTY PARTICIPANT - FOLLOW-UP 



NAME 



UNIVERSITY/COLLEGE: 



FACILITY; 



DATES OF APPOINTMENT; 



FACILITY RESEARCH COLLABORATOR: 



DATE; 



In order to improve the operation of the Research Participation program and to 
better meet the n&eds of participants and DOE Laboratories, we ask you to respond 
briefly to these questions: 



1 . Research title; 



Title(s) of actual or planned publications based on your research: LPlease 
include journal citations) 



3. Seminars or other presentations based on your research: 
Title: Date; Occation: 



Please answer the following group of questions by circling the number that corre- 
sponds to your degree of agreement or disagreement with each statement. OFFICIAL 



4. I have or will incorporate knowledge gained from my participation 
in the program into my teachings. 

5 4 3 2 1 



Strongly 
Agree 



Agree 



Undecided 



Disagree 



Strongly 
Disagree 



USE ONLY 



13S 



/ 



I plan to offer a new cour$e{s) based on knowledge gained from my 
participation. 



Strongly 
Agree 



Agree 



, 

Undecided 



Di sagree 



Strongly 
Disagree 



A$ a result Qf this experience I am better prepared to direct stu* 
dent research tn~~related areas. 

5 U 3 2 1 



Strongly 
Agree 



Agree 



Undecided 



Di sagree 



Strongly 
Disagree 



7, 



I have or will originate a new research program related to 
research at the DOE facility, 



Strongly 
Agree 



+ 



Agree 



Undecided 



Disagree 



my 



4 



Strongly 
Disagree 



8. I have maintained contact with the facility since I returned to 
campus. 

5 4 3 2 1 



Strongly 
Agree 



— t— 

Agree 



Undecided 



Disagree 



Strongly 
Disagree 



9. I am now or intend to continue collaborating with the facility on 
the research conducted while there. 

5 k 3 2 1 



Strongly 
Agree 



+ 



Agree 



Undecided 



Disagree 



Strongly 
Disagree 



10. The research conducted during this appointment will be cf value in 
preparing grant proposals* 



Strongly 
Agree 



Agree 



Undecided 



Disagree 



— i ■ 

Strongly 
Disagree 



11 . Have you submitted grant proposals as a result of your research 
with DOE. 



Yes 



No 



If so, to what agency(ies)? 



FOR OFFICIAL 
USE ONLY 

2, 



3, 



ERIC 



13 



b 



Facility. 



STUDENT RESEARCH PARTICIPATION PROGRAM EVALUATION 
STUDENT PARTICIPANT - ENTRY 



Date; 



! n order to improvu the operation of the research participation program and to batter meet the needs of 
Participate and DOE laboratories, m ask you to respond briefly to these questions 



1. Please list un order of tmportf ncei your objectives for participating ift the 
Student Research Participation program 

A. 



S. 
C, 



2. How did vou becom^iware of this program 

A. "bulletin board'/l iterative 

B. campus recruiter 

C. former participant 

D. head of department 

E. major professor 
F t journal 

G, ot^er {define! , 



3. Old you talk to a fellow student or faculty member who had participated in this 
program previously? 

Yes No 

4. Did you know any members of the facility staff before being selected for the program? 
Yrs No 

5. Have you had any communication with your research mentor as to the nature of 
the research that you wilt be conducting? 



Yes 



No 



6. Were a specific work plan and reading references provided to you by your research 
mentor in advance of the starting date? 

Yes No 

7. The area o/ research for which you were chosen was your 
First chojco Second choice — Other 

6, What areas of expertise, that you presently do not have, do you anticipate receiving 
from this research experience? 



FOB OFFICIAL 
USE MLY 



T, 
2, 
3, 



4, 



5, 



9, 



10. 
11. 
12. 



J 



O m form to University Programs Division, Oak Ridge Associated Universities, P.O. Box 117, Oak Ridge, 
ERICpssee 37831, Telephone 615-576-3426 - , n 
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STUDENT RESEARCH PARTICIPATION PROGRAM EVALUATION 
' STUDENT PARTICIPANT - EXIT 



^I8me 



Date 



University/college 



Facility 



Dates of appointment 



-Research Mentor 



I n order to improve the operation of the research participation program and to better meat the needs of 
participants and DOE facilities, wo aek you to respond briefly to these questions 



1 . How can the effectiveness of operation of this program be increased? 



2. In your opinion, what is the major value of this Program? 



3. After graduating from college I intend to 



, A. Go to graduate school in an energy-related area 

, 3. Go to graduate «hoot in a non*en«rgy-related area 

. C. Go to medical (or othar professional) school 

, D. Begin a career in an energy-related area 

E. Begin a career in a non-energy-related area 

F. Other (define) , , : , 



4. 



The highest degree I expect to receive is 

A. Ph.D. 

B, M.O. 

C. M.S. 

D.. B.S./B.A. 

_E. Other (define) 



FOR OFFICIAU 
use ONLY 



1.. 
2,. 
3.. 

4.. 
5.. 
6.. 



8. 



Please answerthe foflowtng group of questions by circling the number that corresponds to 
your degree of agreement or disagreement with each statement, 



5. My research assignment was valuable to me. 

5 4 3 
I— ! „ L 



2 



Strongly 
Agree 



Agree 



Undecided 



6. My research assignment exceeded my expectations. 

5 , 4 3 

I 1 I 



2 

i 



Strongly 
/ Agreg 



Agree 



Undecided 



Disagree 



My resaarch assignment matched my interest 

5 4 3 
U U 



Strongly 
Agree 



Agree 



Undecided 



Disagree 



8, The content of my assignment was investigative and challenging. 
5 4 



Strongly 
Agree 



3 



Agree 



Undecided 



2 



Disagree 



9. The content of my assignment was just a job and at times boring. 

5 4 3 2 
| 1 L 



Strongly 
Agree 



Agree 



Undecided 



Disagree 



10, Prior to my arrival my research supervisor had contacted me. 

5 4 3 2 
i 1 U L 



Strongly 
Agree 



Agree 



Undecided 



Disagree 



t 



Strongly 
Disagree 



1 

J 



Strongly 
Disagree 



1 



Strongly 
Disagree- 



1 



Strongly 
Disagree 



1 



4 



Strongly 
Disagree 



1 



Strongly 
Disagree 



1 1< Research supervisors should contact students and provide them with written material 
about their research prior to their arrival. 

5 4 3 2 1 



Strongly 
Agree 



4 

0- 



3 
-L 



Agree 



Undecided 



Disagree 



12. My academic preparation for my research assignment wes adequate, 

5 4 3 2 

I . ! I— _l . 



Strongly 
Disagree 



1 



J 



Strongly 
Agree 



Agree 



Undecided 



Disagree 



Strongly 
Disagree 



ERLC 



FOR OFFICIAL 
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10. 



11. 



12. 



13. 



14. 



15. 



i6 
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13 My supervisor m the laooratory was available to guide or assist me, 



! 



2 



Strongly 
Agree 



Agree 



Undecided 



Disagree 



14. The orientation session was beneficial and interesting. 



4 



Strongly 
Disagree 



1 



Strongly 
Agree 



Agree 



4- 



Undecided 



Disagree 



Strongly 
Disagree 



15. The equipment and information at my disposal were adequate to carry out my research 
assignment 

5 4 ' 3 2 t 
1 —L J_ U ' 



Strongly 
Agree 



Agree 



Undecided 



Disagree 



16. Housing for an appointee is a major drawback to acceptance* 

5 4 "3 -2 
I 1 L 



Strongly 
Disagree 



1 



Strongly 
^Agree 



Agree 



Undecided 



Disagree 



4 



Strongfy 
Disagree 



1 7. Housing for an appointee is no more difficult than one would expect for the average 
short*term stay in a new location. 

5 4 3 2 1 
I 1 1 ! 1 



Strongly 
Agree 



Agree 



Undecided 



Disagree 



Strongly 
Disagree 



FOR OFFICIAL 
USE ONLY 



17. 



ta. 



20.: 



18. Advance communications from ORAU about housing were frank from the beginning 
of the offer. 



5 



4 



3 

J- 



1 

J 



21., 



Agree 



Undecided 



Disagree 



Strongly 
Disagree 



Strongly 
Agree^ 

19. Advance communications from ORAU about housing minimized problems ectually 
encountered. 



4 



3 



2 



1 



Strongly 
Agree 



Agree 



Undecided 



20. Transportation was less of a problem than I anticipated. 

5 4 3 

I I 1- 



Disagree 



2 



Strongiy 
Disagree 



1 



Strongly 
Agree 



Agree 



Undecided 



Disagree 



Strongly 
Disagree 



22., 



23. 



24. 



9 

ERLC 



21. As a result of my training, I received in-depth background for a major senior year 
course or an honors course or paper. 



Strongly 
Agree 



2 

_j_ 



Agree 



Undecided 



Disagree 



22. My assignment increased my desire to go to graduate school, 

5 4 3 2 



Strongly 
Disagree 



1 



Agres Undecided 
23, As a result of my participation in this program I may consider a career with DOE 



Strongly 
Agree 



Strongly 
Disagree 



Strongly 
Agree 



Agr^ 



Urwteckted 



Disagree 



1 



Strongly 
Disagree 



FOR OFFICIAL 
USE ONLY 



25. 



26, ^ 



27, 



14 



\ 

I 

i \ 



24, Tfn* housing *>rrangtjment with The University of Tennessee presented attentive and 
K tHiupiiidUvv management personnel-, 

\ 5 4 3 2 1 



I i 1 1 1 -4 

: Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly 

S Agree Disagree 

| 25. The nousing arrangement with The University of Tennessee afforded efficient and 
| comfortable facilities. 

f 5 4 3-2 1 

\ l 1 i 1 I 

I -Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly 

Agree Disagree 

26, The housing arrangement with The University of Tennessee offered vafuabfe social 
benefits for the individual* 

5 4 3 2 1 

i - : i i j ' 

Strongly Agree . Undecided Disagree Strongly 

Agree t Disagree 

27, The housing arrangement with The University of Tennessee included significant 
advantages derived from the campus, 

5 4 3 2 1 

i : 1 . 1 — : k i 

Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly 

Agree Disa^ee 



Return form to University Pr^qrams Division, Oak, Ridge Associated Universities, PO. Box 117, Oak Rs<jge f 
Tervness** 37831, Telephone 61S-57&342S, FTS 626-3426 
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STUDENT RESEARCH PARTICIPATION PROGRAM 
RESEARCH MENTOR -EXIT 



Name . : F Facilrty 



Student participant , -J- : University/College. 

Dates of appointment . . \ ^ Date . — 



tn order to improve the operation of the research participation program and to bettdr meet the needs of 
participants and DOE facilities, we ask you to resporid briefly to these questions 

1. Title of student's research project: 



2. Please ctte publications or reports resulting from the student's research: 



3. How long in advance did you know that a student would be assigned to you? 



4. Was a copy of the student's file available to you in advance? . 
Yes No 

5. Did you write or talk to the student in. advance about the nature or content of possible 
research participation assignments? 

Yes No " 

6. Why did you select this student? 



FdR official 

USE OHLY 
1 

2 



7 Were .1 bpecific tooic ot wotk planned and reading references provided in advance of the 
starting date? 

Yes No ' 

8. Was the quality of the participant consistent with your expectations as judged by the 
application? 



4. 
5. 

6 
7 



Yes 



No 



9, Have you supervised other participants? 
Yes No . 

10. If yes, how did the quality of the work of this student compare with work done by 
others 7 

Su|i<Tiui Averse Poor 



10. 



-ER?C 
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1 1. Was U clear to you as to what your role 1 as a research mentor entailed? 
Yes No . 

12, Was the general information you received about the Student Research Participation 
Program adequate? 

Yes m No . 

13- Do you know whether the research experience had any influence on the student's 
attitude toward research or his/her career objectives? 

Yes Mo 



r 14. if so, please^laboratr on effects of the^experience. 



1S, In ygur opinion, what is the major value of this program? 



j FOR OFFICIAL 

i n 



15. What did the student gain from the research experience in your facility? 



16. What effect has this program had on you, your regular personnel, or your, facility in 
general? 



1 7. How would you rate the participant's performance on the assignment 7 

Superior 

, Above Averuqe 

Average 

Below Average 

Poor i 



12. 



13. 



14. 
15, 



16. 
17. 

18. 



19. 
20. 
21. 



22. 



23, 
24. 
25. 



19. How can the effectiveness of operation of this program be increased? 



26. 
27 



'28, 



\ 

Pfease answer the following ques~ions.&Y cjrcfing the number that corresponds to your level 
of agreement or Disagreement with each statement 

4 

20, The research program at the facility has benefitted from contributions of this student 
participant, 



+ 



3 

-4- 



1 



Strongly 
Agree 



Agree 



Undecided 



Disagree 



Strongly 
Disagree 



21, The student participant brought new ideas and approaches to the research group, 

4 3 2 1 



3 
-4- 



Strongly 
Agree 



! Agree 



Undecided 



Disagree 



Strongly 
Disagree 



22. The intellectual climate of the research group was strengthened by the presence of 
thts student Participant, 



4 



3 



1 



Strongly 
Agree 



Agree 



Undecided 



Disagree 



+ 



Strongly 
Disagree 



23. The student participant was trained in advanced energy technologies while at the 

-fatiLity^.. . 

5 4 3 — 2" r 

+- : h— 1 i 1 h 



Strongly 
Agree 



Agree 



Undecided 



Disagree 



Strongly 
Disagree 



24 The contributions from this student participant have resulted in additional publi 
cation(s) from the facility . 



5 
+ 



Strongly 
Agree 



3 

-+- 



+ 



Agree 



Undecided 



Disagree 



25, My experience of being a research mentor was a rewarding one. 

5 >4 3 2 
1 , 1 — — I 1- 



Strongly 
Disagree 



1 



Strongly 
Agree 



Agree 



Undecided 



Disagree 



26, I have gamed new teaching skills as a result of supervising this student. 



5 



Strongly 
Agree 



Ai]n;o 



3 



Undecided 



2 



Disoyrtjp 



Strongly 
Disagree 



1 

) — - 

Strongly 
Di&igree 



.1 



27, I have gamed experience in dealing .with personnel as a result of this supervisory 



I 



f 

Strongly 
O Xgree 

!RIC 



Agree 



Undecided 



Disagree 



us 



Strongly 
Disagree 



FOR OFFICIAL 
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29, — 



1 



30. 



31. 



32. 



33. 



34. 



35. 



36. 



28. My ^search nas mov^a faster with ihe^td of th* student than it would have without 
his/her assistance. i 

5 * 4 ' 3 9 1 



2 



Strongly 
Agree 



Agree 



Undecided 



Disagree 



29, i would be witling to supervise another student participant in the future. 



4 



Strongly 
Agree 



+ 



Agree 



Undecided 



1 

Disagree 



Strongly 
Disagree 



1 

1 

Strongty 

Disagree 



7 
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Student Research Participation 

Program Evaluation 
Student Participant - Follow-up 



OAK RIDGE 

ASSOCIATED UNIVERSITY 
UNIVERSITIES PROGRAMS 




A* a result of my participation in the Student Research Participation 
program: 

1. I am author of/coauthor of/my assistance has b«n acknowledged 
in/a scientific publication. 

Authors; 
Title: 

Journal Name: 

Volume; y 

Pagss: 

Date; 

2. I h^ve presented a seminar. 

Title; 
■ Datfe: 
Location; 

3. * My career goals have been affected. Please detail in what way. 



RAM£ 



0 

ERIC 
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APPENDIX 8 

1981/1982 Faculty Research Partlclnnnts Publications 



AverM, Frank Wal t &<*,e, "Vlrial Theorem In the Density Functional 
Formalism; Forces In H2." Physical Review^ Ho. £21 (December 1981). 

■ ft Avery» .James F. "Mathematical Modeling of Transient Processes In Fluldlzed 
Bed Canoustion." Morgantown Energy Tec hnology Center 1R. No. 1076 (July 
1 981 ) . 

*8lttner, Edward W. "Relative Rates for Hydrogen Donation to Benzyl 
Radical." American Che mical Society Division of tnv I ronmenta I Chemistry 
Pr a prtn+«50f Papers . Vol. 27, No. 3 (1982) t 17. 

* . "Relative Activity of Hydrogen Donors In Coal Liquefaction." 

Internation al CrflnfftrflflC? nn foal Science Pr»nrtn+«. Pittsburgh, PA; 
1983. 

*Dalal, Nar S, "C 13 -iH Nm and EPR Characterization of Alkyl-Benzene 
Sulfonates In Relation to Enhanced Oil Recovery." Morgan town. Energy 
Technology. Can rer Report (August 1981). 

, «K3Cr0e; A Mew Standard for Fossil Fuels. 1 * Analytical Chemistry. 

No. 53 (1981): 939. 

Fries. L. C, Sauers, N, Ellis, H, W., and Chrlstophorou, L. G. 
"Observation of Ions (resit a Spark Discharge In SFg.* Chfffllcal Ptiyglca 
Letters. Ho. 81 (19?1)t 528-532. 

. "Posltlva Ions In Span, Breakdown of SFg." Journal qf PhysLcS-E;. 

Ao ol ied Phvslcs . Vol. 14 (1981); 1629-1642. 

, "Positive Ions. Observed In Sparked SFg and SFg— Continuing 

Mixtures at 40 k Pa." Pro ceedings of the 29th flnmml Conference an Mass 
. S^trrastry and Allied Topics. (1981): 144-145. 

Hayden, T. L.; Turner, J. E.; Williams, N, tf.; and Cook, J. S. "A Model 
for Cadmium Transport and Distribution In CHo Cel Is," £ES(ip»tgrs and 
Bl typical Research. 1962. 

Irwin, Caulton L, "Sensitivity Analysis of Chemical Equilibrium." 
MorgantQgn_F nftrflV Tft^P nlft fY Center Report. 1982. 

•Knlckle, Harold N.; et ai. "Backmlxlng and Heat Transfer Coefficients In 
Bubble Columns Using Aqueous Glycerol Solutions." ZLsl ASME/ATCHE 
National He at Transfer Conference Proceedings. 1983. 



*lndlcates participants assigned tc the Fossil Energy Research Centers. 

Information Mas taken from forms provided by participants and may not be 
comp I ete. 
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Lee, James M. "Properties and Application of Immob ol ,z + Qd n 8 ^T^^^^ 
^Entrapped ,1th W^J^Us In Calcium Alginate." a iotftCh n Q l QSV 
rl P«J Bloanq tn&erlng. 1983. 

Lonlng, Charles W. "Innovative Mining Technology." JMOiJ ^MP LR-91-2 . 



1981. 



*LI Chlnn-Chuna: et al "Shape Description of Coal Particle Contours 
^ro^ imp?Icat Approxlpatton.« fL^ICUifiia^^^ 
New York) Chen lea? Publishing Co., Inc. 1983. 

MacKIl lan, Alan 0. "One Dependence of the Opt! ca I ^"; , l a ^^ a+lon 
to'the 32 S t n Reaction Using Coupled Channels." m ^^l Reviews 
Nt mlaar Physics . July 1983. 

*0bermyer, Richard T, "Magnetic ^f bauer ^rJn C ^d y JnLS P9 r98? S * 
the Zeroltte Catalyst ZSM-5 <Fe>." J ournal Of ftPR'lQfl Phys i c s- 198Z. 

. "Promotion and Characterization of Zeolttlc Catalysts Used In the 
S^nthesls-of Hydrocarbons Frew Syngas. " Sl^f^lu m Sec las* 1933. 

„. d t . Ran v U. S. ■ Gorntiev* R. J.; and Schneider, L. C. 

TOtf R* * 6*°' "tossbauer' and on fe^ilUi 

P^e Z™ fte-Pe LlSl In Syndesis Gas ^ZSSjLJSSSrx 

ifldasl. 1981. 

Paolo-Santiago. Nelson. "A SImpi If led Solar S \^lt 3 lZT^lT 
Tropical Regions." £t^eadlD5a-at-±tiJ 1 t h Anmm l *mrlffln $<x\*K -. rt 

•Rhea, Kk H.i et al. "Dual Cobalt Speclatton In Co/ZSM-5 Catalysts." 
journal jf Cfi tfllVSls. 1983. 

*Robbat, Albert. "Investigation of the Mature of Titanium In Coal Liquid" 
riuuMllfWi nf Eimhmb Qflniacanaa- <198Z). U2. 

Sauers ., 7*2^'^ D^? ^1^'^ & 'C^^-' 5 
KSSllle: ™I torch 19®. N^ ?ork t Pergamon Press, 1980. 

•Saxena, Satl sh C. "Recent Developments In Sranjjlar Bed Fillers." 
Manflanlaafl Enecov T^ hnglPircJiaulaxJflgflCl. 1961 * 

* . technology Assessment of Particular R^^/^"'?^^^'^ 6 
-^nTHIgh Pressure Combustion Gases." Acjon n fl Nfit l OBaLJj toto* 1982. 



15, 
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Scogin, Ron Lynn* "Biochemical Aspects of PSant/Anima! Interaction In a 
Tropical Rain Forest." Bui levin o f Ranchb Sa nta Ana Botanical Gardans. 
1982. 

Vermillion, Everett and Richards, R. K, ''ion Conf I nesnent Times In EBT-t. rt 
Bulletin of the American Physics Soc(aty . September 1981. 



. "EBT Pow<5r Loss &y Olelsctronlc Recombination of Al ten I num. " EBT-S 

Technical Jteoo 112. 1982. 
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Proposed Publications 



*AI-Saadoon, Faleh T ( "Coalbed Methane Resource Estimate of the PIclance 
Basin." 

Averlll, Frank Wallace* "Augmented Gaussian Orbital Approach to Self* 
Consistent Cluster Calculations, Application to Cu^y* 

w . "Bonding In the First Row Dimmers within the Local Density 

Approximation.** 

Barman, Stephen* "Lott-Level Structure Over Complex Terrain." 

*Blttner, Edward W. "Relative Rate Constants of Hydrogen Transfer to Benzyl 
Radical ." 

*.. , . .. "Relative Rate Studies of Model Hydrogen Donor Compounds. 11 

* * "Relative Rates of Hydrogen Abstraction by Benzyl Radical." 

Bradley, Daniel Joseph. "The Heat of Solution of Methanol In Water at High 
Temperatures and Pressures." 

*Chln, Pao Kuo* "Heavy-Mata! tolilllty Due to Acid Rain and Its 
Environmental Impactsi A Literature Review." 

*Dalal, Mar S. n &G Characterization of Linear Al leyl Benzene Sulfonate 
Used In Aqueous Chemical Flooding. w 

*Dalel, Nar 5.; et aL "Applications of 13c-N^ to Enhanced Oil Recovery." 

Davis, George J. "AsAessmant of Linear Dependencies In Multivariate Data.* 1 

Gormley, R. J. Rao, V, U, S.j Obemyer, R. T.; Pennllne, H, W.j Schetil, R. 
R.j and Youngblood, A. J. "Influence of Bimetal lies In 2SM-5 (Fe, Co) 
Catalysts In the Product Selectivity of Synthesis Gas Conversion." 

Gross, Louls'j* and Chabot, B. F. "Effects of Light Data Expression In 
Calculating Leaf Carbon Balances." 

Gross, Louts J. and Hutchison, B. *A Note on the Architecture of an East 
Tennessee Deciduous Forest Canopy." 

*lr*in, Caulton L. "Sensitivity Analysis and Tentative Solution Methods," 

* . "Sensitivity Analysts of Ration Diffusion Systems." ^ 

*KMkls, Berol. "Prediction of Local Heat Transfer across the Fluldlzed Bed 
Wal Is." 

Lu, HsI-Nan. "Comparisons and Evaluations on Various Models for Plume 
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